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Secretary of Transportation 
Washington, DC 20590 

000726-019 

t-.. 

Dear Secretary Slater: 

The purpose of this letter is to fulfill the requirement of 
the Anti-Car Theft Act of 1992 that I report to you on the 
effectiveness of expanding the auto parts marking requirement. 
After conducting an initial review of the effectiveness of the 
vehicle theft prevention standard as required by the Act, 
determined that the available evidence warrants application of 
the vehicle theft prevention standard to the remaining motor 
vehicle lines. That is, the evidence does not support a finding 
that requiring motor vehicle manufacturers to mark major parts in 
all motor vehicle lines will not substantially inhibit chop shop 
operations and motor vehicle thefts. Therefore, the parts 
marking requirement should be expanded. By this letter, I am 
submitting to you this finding, along with the record upon which 
it is based. 

I have 

The Initial Report 

The Anti-Car Theft Act of 1992 requires the Secretary of 
Transportation (Secretary) to prescribe a vehicle theft 
prevention standard governing the marking of covered major parts 
installed by manufacturers in passenger motor vehicles. The 
current vehicle-theft prevention standard requires manufacturers 
to mark covered major parts in not more than 50 percent of the 
motor vehicle lines not required to be marked as "high theft 
lines" (except light duty trucks). Under the Act, the Secretary 
is required to apply the theft standard to the remaining motor 
vehicle lines: 

unless the Attorney General finds . . . that applying 
the (vehicle theft prevention standard] to the 
remaining lines of passenger motor vehicles (except 



The Honorable Rodney E. Slater 
Page 2 

light duty trucks) not covered by that standard would 
not substantially inhibit chop shop operations and 
motor vehicle thefts. 

The Act requires this initial finding to be based on 
information provided to you under 49 U.S.C. § 33112, and on other 
information developed by the Department of Justice (DOJ) after 
providing notice and an opportunity for a public hearing. The 
Department of Justice, through the National Institute of Justice 
( N I J ) ,  contracted with Abt Associates to complete a cross- 
sectional time series analysis of auto theft data provided to 
you under § 33112. Under an agreement reached between our 
agencies, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
(NHTSA) in M a y  1999, shared § 33112 data with NIJ in return for 
use of a law enforcement survey conducted by Abt Associates and 
commissioned by NIJ. Abt Associates used that data as the basis 
f o r  a cross-sectional time series analysis, which it finalized in 
August 1999. 

I have considered the § 33112 data as required by the Act 
and find it to support the expansion of the parts marking 
requirement. Abt Associates estimates that parts marking costs 
about $50,000 per year per 100,000 vehicles. A conservative 
estimate of the cost to the average victim of a stolen vehicle is 
$6,000. As a result, parts marking would be cost effective with 
a reduction of slightly more than 8 car thefts per 100,000 
vehicles. The cross-sectional time series analysis prepared by 
Abt Associates estimates that between 33 and 158 fewer cars are 
stolen per 100,000 marked cars as a result of parts marking. 
Thus, on the whole, parts marking appears to be a cost effective 
method of reducing auto theft. It is also important to note that 
this calculation does not include the cost to law enforcement of 
investigating auto theft, which further increases the Gei;efii; in 
reducing auto theft. 

Pursuant to the statutory mandate that the finding be based 
on "other information the Attorney General develops after 
providing notice and an opportunity for a public hearing,'' 
49 U . S . C .  § 33103(c), the Department of Justice offered an 
opportunity for public comment by publishing "Auto Theft and 
Recovery; Request for Comments" in the Federal Register at 63 
Fed. Reg. 48758 (1998). The notice requested comments on the 
effectiveness of expanding the motor vehicle theft prevention 
standard, among other things. 
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Included in the notice and request for comment were the 
findings of the law enforcement survey conducted by Abt 
Associates. Having considered the survey and the comments 
received, 
marking. The survey was designed to obtain the views of auto 
theft investigators on the effectiveness of marking major auto 
parts in reducing auto theft and chop shop operations. The 
responses of law enforcement personnel surveyed support the 
marking of auto parts and the extension of parts marking to the 
remaining motor vehicle lines. 

I find that the survey supports the expansion of parts 

All but one of the 47 investigators surveyed by Abt 
Associates believed that auto parts marking should be extended ts 
all automobile lines and to a l l  types of noncommercial vehicles, 
especially to pickup trucks. The majority of the investigators 
surveyed indicated that marking vehicle parts aids in identifying 
and arresting those involved in trafficking in stolen vehicles 
and stolen parts. Specifically, 75 percent of the auto theft 
investigators from big cities surveyed felt that parts marking is 
useful or very useful in arresting chop shop owners and operators 
and those who deal in stolen vehicles. 

Investigators identified four ways in which the marking of 
auto parts provides assistance. First, when a car is stolen and 
its Vehicle Identification Number (VIN) markings are removed by 
thieves, as long as one part remains with its markings intact, 
investigators can trace the car to its owner, prove it was 
stolen, and make an arrest. Second, auto theft investigators in 
many jurisdictions have been given the authority to seize parts 
or vehicles when markings have been damaged o r  removed. Third, 
investigators in most jurisdictions treat the absence of intact 
markings--through removal, counterfeiting, or destruction--as a 
"red flag" indicating a need for further investigation. Fourth, 
in those jurisdictions requiring inspections of restored cars 
before they can be retitled, parts marking assists officers in 
identifying vehicles that have been reassembled using stolen 
parts. 

Marking parts also aids in prosecuting chop shop owners and 
dealers in stolen vehicles and parts, and is a significant 
deterrent to the operation of chop shops. Officials reported that 
honest salvage yards are requiring that the parts they purchase 
bear proper markings and be accompanied by appropriate paperwork, 
thus helping to limit the market f o r  stolen parts. While on ly  
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about half of the investigators reported that labels deter auto 
theft, the shrinking domestic market for stolen auto parts, the 
ease with which marked stolen parts can be identified, and the 
corresponding ease with which thieves can be prosecuted, all 
contribute to reducing auto thefts for profit. 

Automobile industry comments generally opposed expansion of 
parts marking. Industry argued that the statistical evidence 
outlined in the DOJ Notice did not conclusively support 
expansion. One industry group argued that the opinions of law 
enforcement officials were not relevant. I disagree. The 
opinions of those who investigate and prosecute these crimes are 
directly relevant to the question whether expanding the parts 
marking requirement will substantially inhibit chop shop 
operations and motor vehicle thefts. 

On the basis of all the available evidence, I find that 
parts marking is an effective deterrent to chop shop operations 
and auto theft. The evidence does not support a conclusion that 
applying the auto theft prevention standard to the remaining 
lines of passenger motor vehicles will not substantially inhibit 
chop shop operations and motor vehicle thefts. Accordingly, 
please expand the motor vehicle theft prevention standard as 
required by 49 U.S.C. § 33103. 

Additional Issues 

In addition to this initial finding, the Act provides that 
"[tlhe Attorney General shall consider and include in the record 
additional costs, effectiveness, competition and available 
alternative factors.'' 49 U.S.C. §33103(c). In its notice, the 
Department requested comment on these four areas, which are 
considered below. 

1. cost 

Congress has prescribed cost limitations on the marking of 
auto parts, setting a statutory limit of $22 per vehicle (in 1995 
dollars) under § 33105. In its June 26, 1997 Federal Register 
Notice, NHTSA estimated the cost to the consumer of parts marking 
to be $4.92 per car (in 1995 dollars), an amount that is well 
within the statu'tory limit. 62 Fed. Reg. 34494, 34495 (1997). 
In its calculations ar,d analysis, D O J  relied on the NHTSA 
estimate. 
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DOJ requested comments on the cost of marking parts. One 
automaker responded to this request and argued that its actual 
cost exceeded the NHTSA estimate. The automaker argued that the 
estimate failed to take into account the higher costs incurred by 
a small volume manufacturer, or those of a manufacturer building 
cars on the same assembly line f o r  the U . S .  market as well as 
overseas markets. 

Two manufacturers responded to the Department of 
Transportation (DOT) Report, arguing that the cost to them of 
marking parts exceeds the estimate given by DOT. 
DOT pointed out that its calculation was the result of estimation 
by two different sources using accepted procedures for 
estimation. DOT's cost estimates included overhead costs and 
took into account profit while properly excluding the cost of 
marking engines and transmissions, which were marked prior to the 
1984 Act and which are not included in the limit set by Congress. 
Moreover, although these two companies argued that their cost of 
marking parts exceeded the DOT estimate, neither company 
estimated their cost at levels that would exceed the statutory 
limit. 

In response, 

2. Effectiveness 

Currently, manufacturers comply with the requirement for 
marking auto parts through use of a label which is placed on the 
components the statute requires be marked. DOT regulations, set 
forth at 49 C.F.R. Part 541, require the markings to be affixed 
with labels that are indelibly marked and which cannot be removed 
without being destroyed. The regulation requires that the labels 
leave a residue if removed. In its 1998 Final Report, DOT 
indicated that it was considering issuing an Advance Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking, to solicit comments on changing the standard 
to a more permanent marking method. The Report indicated that 
thieves had learned how to remove the current labels completely, 
without leaving the "footprint" required by DOT's regulations. 
The investigators surveyed overwhelmingly supported more 
permanent markings, as did those who commented in response to the 
DOJ Notice and those insurance and law enforcement investigators 
who responded to DOT's June 26, 1997 Notice. In fact, 
investigators identified the lack of permanence as the most 
significant obstacle to increasing the effective use of markings. 
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Based on the available evidence, I have concluded that 
permanence is at the heart of any effective marking system, and 
therefore I urge DOT to require permanent, non-removable 
markings. 

3 .  Available Alternatives 

The Act requires the Attorney General to consider ”available 
alternatives.” Potential alternatives to parts marking include 
anti-theft devices. Abt Associates was unable to determine 
whether anti-theft devices were an effective alternative to parts 
marking. In its June 26, 1997 Notice, NHTSA stated that anti- 
theft devices are not a suitable replacement for parts marking, 
because parts marking and anti-theft devices are complements, 
rather than substitutes. The NHTSA report concluded that anti- 
theft devices and parts marking address different problems. 
Anti-theft devices do a better job of deterring amateur rather 
than professional thieves. Anti-theft devices are a l s o  often 
installed in expensive vehicles, which are targeted by 
professional thieves because of their demand and resale value 
without regard to whether they are equipped with such a device. 

DOJ requested comments on available alternatives. Several 
auto companies and industry groups responded to this request. 
Comments from the auto industry argued that anti-theft devices 
are preferable to marking auto parts. Industry believes 
consumers desire anti-theft devices, and also believes these 
devices are effective. One label manufacturer argued that parts 
marking and anti-theft devices both contribute to theft 
deterrence. Law enforcement comments reflect the view of NHTSA 
that anti-theft devices should be used together with parts 
marking, not in place of it. Investigators generally believed 
that anti-theft devices do not deter professional thieves. 
Moreover, when a vehicle is recovered which may have been stolen, 
anti-theft devices do not provide investigators with the same 
capability of determining whether parts have been stolen, or 
enable them to trace parts back to the rightful owner. 

Based on all the available evidence, I agree with NHTSA that 
anti-theft devices are one segment of a combined effort to reduce 
auto theft and do not act as a replacement for parts marking. 
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4. Competition 

DOJ requested comment on the effect of parts marking on 
competition. One comment was received on this subject. One 
trade group representing large auto manufacturers argued that the 
exemptions available on a per-year basis would favor small 
companies which would be able to gain exemptions for their entire 
fleet of car lines sooner, because they had fewer lines to 
exempt. A f t e r  considering the available evidence, I have 
determined that expanding the parts marking requirement would not 
harm competition. Even at the statutory maximum of $22 per car 
(in 1995 Dollars), the cost of marking auto parts is so small 
when compared to the cost of a vehicle that any effect on 
competition would be slight. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you or a 
member of your staff wish to discuss this matter further, p lease  
contact Richard M .  Rogers, Senior Counsel to the Assistant 
Attorney General, Criminal Division, U.S. Department of Justice, 
at (202) 514-8324. 

/Janet Reno 

Enclosure 



Summary of Public Comments Received in 
Response to DOJ Publication: 

Auto Theft and Recovery; Request for Comments 
63 F.R. 48758 

Volkswaqen (Volkswagen AG, Audi AG, and Volkswaqen of America) 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E.  

Findings of NHTSA report are not sufficient to support a 
finding that parts marking "substantially" inhibits chop 
shop operations. Instead, NHTSA study reveals that parts 
marking has no verifiable effect on motor vehicle theft. 

NHTSA conclusion that parts marking is a deterrent is merely 
a guess, insofar as that conclusion is based on insurance 
claim data. 

The views of law enforcement are irrelevant to the finding 
to be made by the Attorney General, because the finding 
focuses on "inhibiting" theft, not arrests and prosecutions 
of thieves. Successful prosecutions, and the increase in 
prosecutions, depend on resources and priorities within law 
enforcement bodies, not parts marking. 

NHTSA's assumption that a 2% theft reduction would justify 
the cost of parts marking is incorrect. 
is more accurate than the $3 per car average used by the 
FBI .  

Six dollars per car 

Cost may exceed the statutory minimum because the cost of 
marking replacement part's is not factored in. 

Volvo Cars of North America and Volvo Car Corporation 

A. The Anti-Car Theft Act is aimed primarily at high theft 
vehicle lines. 
intended to apply to Volvos. 

Volvors are low theft, so the law was not 

B. Volvo should be exempted because of the existence of anti- 
theft devices, and because vehicle image also contributes to 
Volvo's low theft status. 

C. Insurance data supports no marking for low theft cars with 
anti-theft devices. 
they did not all agree that parts marking was an effective 
deterrent to auto theft. 

The survey of investigators shows that 

D .  Request for comment may be premature because DOJ report on 



cross-sectional time series analysis mentioned in notice 
requesting comment was not available at closing of comment 
period. 

E. NHTSA study fails to show positive effects of parts marking, 
but clearly indicates effectiveness of anti-theft devices. 

National Automobile Dealers Association 

A. NADA would like to reduce auto theft. Theft rates have 
declined in the 1 9 9 0 ' ~ ~  but it is impossible to state the 
effect of parts marking. 

B. Anti-theft devices reduce theft, and are made mcre popular 
by discounts on insurance rates offered by insurers or where 
mandated by state law. 

C. Direct effectiveness of parts marking is difficult to 
identify . 

Mercedes Benz of North America, Inc. & Daimler-Benz, AG 

A. Modern immobilization systems, which are standard on all 
Mercedes vehicle lines in the United States, provide 
superior protection against theft. Mercedes sees no benefit 
to its customers from parts marking. 

American Automobile Manufacturer's Association (Chrvsler 
Corporation, Ford Motor Companv and General Motors Corp.) 

A. The Attorney General should find no basis to believe parts 
marking will substantially inhibit chop shops and auto 
theft. 

B. While the Attorney General must find the future effects of 
expanding parts marking, this finding is to be based on 
whether parts marking has been effective in the past. 

C. Requests an opportunity to review and comment on DOJ study 
when it is completed. 

D. Law and legislative history show the finding is to be based 
on statistical data. Thus, the opinions of law enforcement 
personnel are immaterial to the finding. 



E. NHTSA report shows anti-theft devices reduce theft, while 
parts marking does not. 

F. Actual cost/benefit analysis is two to three times higher 
than NHTSA suggests, increasing the reduction in theft 
necessary to make parts marking cost effective. 

G. Competition - Parts marking unfairly affects large domestic 
manufacturers who have more lines of vehicles. At one 
exemption per year, a small foreign manufacturer will be 
exempt from marking parts in just a few years, while it will 
take a large domestic manufacturer 30 years to exempt all 
vehicle lines. 

H. Available Alternatives - Legislation should be passed 
providing stiffer penalties, support for state 
investigations, establishment of, or further funding to, 
existing Anti-Car Theft Committees, title information 
systems, and regulations for junk yards. 

Association of International Automobile Manufacturers 

A. Parts marking could deter only thefts of vehicles or parts 
for resale, not theft for other purposes such as joy riding. 
The average rate of unrecovered vehicles for the years 1987 
to 1995 shows a slight upward trend which indicates parts 
marking has not been effective as it can be inferred from 
the fact that these vehicles were not recovered that they 
were probably stolen for their parts or resale. 

B.  Views of law enforcement are not relevant to the finding by 
Congress, which focused on theft deterrence, not arrest and 
prosecution of thieves. 

Texas Association of Vehicle Theft Investisators 

A. Parts marking is an extremely valuable tool in the fight 
against auto theft, and the requirement should extend to 
light trucks and SW’s. 

Tarrant County Auto Theft Task Force 

A. Parts labeling could be an effective tool in combating 
vehicle theft. 



B. Parts should be marked permanently, it should be a felony to 
remove them, and the parts marking requirement should 
include light trucks. 

Texas Department of Public Safetv 

A. Anti-theft stickers are a great benefit in recovery of 
stolen vehicles. Stickers are useful even if removed, 
because removed stickers give rise to probable cause to 
seize and investigate further. 
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Revised Section Source (U.S. Code) Source (Statutes at Large) 
32918 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15:2009. Oct. 20. 1972, Pub.L. 92-513, 86 Stat. 

947.9 509; added Dec. 22, 1975, 
pub.L. 94-163, § 301, 89 Stat. 914. L 

HISTORICAL AND STATUTORY NOTES 
Revlslon Notes and Legislative Reports 

1994 Acts. 

LIBRARY REFERENCES 
Amerlcan Digest System 

*9. 

Encyclopedias 

Consumer protection; motor vehicle sales and service, see Consumer Protection 

Federal supremacy and preemption; motor vehicles, see States -18.61. 

Concurrent or conflicting state and federal legislation, see CJ.S. States S 24. 
Consumer protection; motor vehicle sale or lease, see CJ.S. Credit Reporting 

Agencies; Consumer Protection 9 52. 

WESTLAW ELECTRONIC RESEARCH 
Consumer protection cases: 92Hk[add key number]. 
States cases: 360k[add key number]. 
See, also, WESTLAW guide following the Explanation pages of this volume. 
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CHAPTER 331-THEFT PREVENTION 

SeC. 
33101. Definitions, 
33102. Theft prevention standard for high theft lines. 

* 33103. Theft prevention standard for other lines. 
33104. Designation of high theft vehicle lines and parts. 

- 33 106. Exemption for passenger motor vehicles equipped with anti-theft 

* 33 107. Voluntary vehicle identification standards. - 33 108. Monitoring compliance of manufacturers. 
33 109. National Stolen Passenger Motor Vehicle Information System. 
331 10. Verifications involving junk and salvage motor vehicles. 
331 1 1. Verifications involving motor vehicle major parts. 
331 12. Insurance reports and information. 
33113. Theft reports. 
33 114. Prohibited acts. 
331 15. Civil penalties and enforcement. 
331 16. Confidentiality of information. 
331 17. Judicial review. 
33 11 8. Preemption of State and local law. 

33105. Cost limitations, 

devices. 

CROSSREFERENCES 
Transfer of motor vehicles by auction as requiring auction company to maintain 

vehicle identification number required under this chapter, see 49 USCA 
9 32705. 

WESTLAW COMPUTER ASSISTED LEGAL RESEARCH 
WESTLAW supplements your legal research in many ways. 

update your research with the most current information 
e expand your library with additional resources 

retrieve direct history, precedential history and parallel citations with the 

For more information on using WESTLAW to supplement your research, see 
the WESTLAW Electronic Research Guide, which follows the Explanation. 

WESTLAW 
allows you to 

Insta-Cite service 

33101. Definitions 

In this chapter- 
(1) “chop shop” means a building, lot, facility, or other struc- 

ture or premise at which at least one person engages in receiv- 
ing, concealing, destroying, disassembling, dismantling, reassem- 
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Revised Section 
33 101( 1) . . . . . . . . . . . .  

33101(2) . . . . . . . . . . . .  

33 101 (3) ............ 
33101(4) . . . . . . . . . . . .  
33 101 (5) ............ 
33101(6) ............ 
33101(7). ........... 

bling, or storing a passenger motor vehicle or passenger motor 
vehicle part that has been unlawfully obtained- 

(A) to alter, counterfeit, deface, destroy, disguise, falsify, 
forge, obliterate, or remove the identity of the vehicle or 
part, including the vehicle identification number or a deriva- 
tive of that number; and 

(B) to distribute, sell, or dispose of the vehicle or part in 
interstate or foreign commerce. 

(2) “covered major part” means a major part selected under 
section 33104 of this title for coverage by the vehicle theft 
prevention standard prescribed under section 33 102 or 33 103 of 
this title. 

(3) “existing line” means a line introduced into commerce 
before January 1, 1990. 

(4) “first purchaser” means the person making the first pur- 
chase other than for resale. 

(5) “line” means a name that a manufacturer of motor vehi- 
cles applies to a group of motor vehicle models of the same make 
that have the same body or chassis, or otherwise are similar in 
construction or design. 

(6)  “major part” means- 
(A) theengine; 
(B) the transmission; 
(C)  each door to the passenger compartment; 
(D) the hood; 
(E) the grille; 
(F) each bumper; 
(G) each front fender; 
(H) the deck lid, tailgate, or hatchback; 
(I) each rear quarter panel; 
(J) the trunk floor pan; 
(K) the frame or, for a unitized body, the supporting 

structure serving as the frame; and 
(L) any other part of a passenger motor vehicle that the 

Secretary of Transportation by regulation specifies as com- 
parable in design or function to any of the parts listed in 
subclauses (A)-(K) of this clause. 

(7) “major replacement part” means a major part that is- 
(A) an original major part in or on a completed motor 

vehicle and customized or modified after manufacture of the 
vehicle but before the time of its delivery to the fust purchas- 
er; or 
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Source (US. Code) 
15202 1( 1 1). 

15:2021(6). 

15202 l(3). 
15:2021(5). 
15202 l(2). 
15:2021(7). 
15:2021(8). 

Ch. 331 THEFT PREVENTION 49 Q33101 

(B) not installed in or on a motor vehicle at the time of its 
delivery to the first purchaser and the equitable or legal title 
to the vehicle has not been transferred to a first purchaser. 

(8) “model year’’ has the same meaning given that term in 
section 32901(a) of this title. 

(9) “new line” means a line introduced into commerce after 
December 31, 1989. 

(10) “passenger motor vehicle” includes a multipurpose pas- 
senger vehicle or light duty truck when that vehicle or truck is 
rated at not more than 6,000 pounds gross vehicle weight. 

(11) “vehicle theft prevention standard” means a minimum 
performance standard for identifying major parts of new motor 
vehicles and major replacement parts by inscribing or affixing 
numbers or symbols on those parts. 

(Added Pub.L. 103-272, 9 l(e), July 5, 1994, 108 Stat. 1076, and amended 
Pub.L. 103-429,§ 6(44), Oct. 31, 1994, 108 Stat. 4383.) 

HISTOFUCAL AND STATUTORY NOTES 
Revision Notes and Legislative Reports 

1994 Acts. 

33101(8) ............ 152021 (9). 
33101(9). . . . . . . . . . . .  15:2021(4). 
33 lOl(10) . . . . . . . . . . .  15202 l(1). 

Source (Statutes at Large) 
Oct. 20, 1972, Pub.L. 92-513, 86 Stat. 

947,s 601( 11); added Oct. 25. 

106 Stat. 3394. 
Oct. 20, 1972, Pub.L. 92-513, 86 Stat. 

947, 5 601(2H7), (9), (IO); added 
Oct. 25, 1984, Pub.L. 98-547, 
9 101(a), 98 Stat. 2755, 2756. 

1992, Pub.L. 102-519,s 301(b). 

Oct. 20, 1972, Pub.L. 92-513, 86 Stat. 
947, 5 601(1), (8); added Oct. 25, 
1984. Pub.L. 98-547,s lOl(a), 98 
Stat. 2755; restated Oct. 25. 1992, 
Pub.L. 102-519, 4 301(a), (c), 106 
Stat. 3393, 3394. 

In clause (21, the words “section Information and Cost Savings Act (Public 
33102(c)(l)” are substituted for “section Law 92-513, 86 Stat. 947) as section 
2022(d)(l)(B)” to correct an erroneous 602(d)(l) without making a correspond- 
cross-reference. Section 302( 1) of the ing change in the cross-reference restated 
Act of October 25, 1992 (Public Law in this section. 
102-519, 106 Stat. 3394), restated section In clause (3). the words ”before Janu- 
602(d)(l)(A) and (B) of the Motor Vehicle ary 1 ,  1990” are substituted for “before 
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33102(a)(2) . , . , . . . . .  

33 102(b) . . . . . . . . . . . . 
33102(c) . . . . . . . . . . . . 

the beginning of the 2-year period speci- 
fied in section 2023(a)(l)(A) of this title” 
for clarity. See the revision notes for 
section 33104 of the revised title. 

In clause (5), the words “of motor vehi- 
cles” are added for consistency in this 
chapter. 

Clause @)(I) is substituted for ”rear 
quartcr panels” for clarity and consisten- 
CY. 

In clause (7)(A), the word “completed” 
is omitted as unnecessuy because of the 
restatement. 

In clause (9), the words “after Decem- 
ber 31, 1989” are substituted for “on or 
after the beginning of the 2-year period 
specified in section 2023(a)(l)(A) of this 
title” for clarity and consistency. House 
Report No. 103-180. 

This [amendment by section 6(44)(A) of 
Pub.L. 103-4291 corrects a cross-refer- 
ence in 49:33101(2) by eliminating the 
reference to 49:33102(c)(1). Section 
302(1) of the Anti Car Theft Act of 1992 

15:2022(c)(1)-(3), 
(5). 
15:2022(b). 
15:2022(d)(l). 

(Public Law 102-519, 106 Stat. 3394) re- 
stated section 602(d)(l)(A) and (B) of the 
Motor Vehicle Information and Cost Sav- 
ings. Act (Public Law 92-513, 86 Stat. 
947) as section 602(d)(l) without making 
a change in the cross-reference in section 
601(6) to section 602(d)(l)(B). 
This [amendment by section 6(44)(B) of 

Pub.L. 103-4291 makes a conforming 
amendment for consistency with the style 
of title 49. House Report No. 103-831. 

Amendments 
1994 Amendments. Par. (2). Pub.L. 

103429, 9 6(44), added “of this title” 
following “prescribed under section 
33102 or 33103”. and substituted “select- 
ed under section 33104” for “selected 
under sections 33102(c)(l) and 33104”. 

Effective Dates 
1994 Acts. Amendment by pUb.L. 

103-429 effective July 5, 1994, see sec- 
tion 9 of pUb.L. 103-429, set out as a note 
under section 32 1 of this title. 

CROSS REFERENCES 
Information, standards, and requirements provisions definitions applicable except 

asprovidedinthissection, see49 USCAB 32101. 

LIBRARY REFERENCES 

American Digeat System 

-9. 
Consumer protection; motor vehicle sales and service, see Consumer Protection 

Encyclopedi= 
Consumer protection; motor vehicle sale or lease, see C.J.S. Credit Reporting 

Agencies; Consumer Protection 5 52. 

WESTLAW ELECTROMC RESEARCH 
Consumer protection cases: 92Hk[add key number]. 
See, also, WESTLAW guide following the Explanation pages of this volume. 

5 33 102. Theft prevention standard for high theft lines 

(a) General.-(1) The Secretary of Transportation by regulation 
shall prescribe a vehicle theft prevention standard that conforms to 
the requirements of this chapter. The standard shall apply t h  

(A) covered major parts that manufacturers install in passen- 
ger motor vehicles in lines designated under section 33104 of 
this title as high theft lines; and 
(B) major replacement .parts for the major parts described in 

clause (A) of this paragraph. 
676 

Ch. 331 THEFT PREVENTION 49 533102 

(2) The standard may apply only to- 
(A) major parts that manufacturers install in passenger motor 

vehicles having a model year designation later than the calendar 
year in which the standard takes effect; and 
(B) major replacement parts manufactured after the standard 

takes effect. 
(b) Standard requirements.-The standard shall be practicable 

and provide relevant objective criteria. 
(c) Limitations on major part and replacement part stan- 

dards.-(1) For a major part installed by the manufacturer of the 
motor vehicle, the standard may not require a part to have more than 
one identification. 

(2) For a major replacement part, the standard may not require- 
(A) identification of a part not designed as a replacement for a 

major part required to be identified under the standard; or 
(B) the inscribing or affixing of identification except a symbol 

identdying the manufacturer and a common symbol identifying 
the part as a major replacement part. 

(d) Records and reports.-This chapter does not authorize the 
Secretary to require a person to keep records or make reports, except 
as provided in sections 33104(c), 33106(c), 33108(a), and 33112 of 
this title. 
(Added Pub.L. 103-272,9 l(e), July 5, 1994, 108 Stat. 1077.) 

HISTORICAL AND STATUTORY NOTES 
Revision Notes and Legislative Reports 

1994 Acts. 

Revised Section 1 Source (U.S. Code) 
33102(a)(1) . . . . , . . . . 1 15:2022(a). 

33102(d). , I ,. . . . . . . , 15:2022(e). 

2 
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Source (Statutes at Large) 
OCt. 20, 1972, Pub.L. 92-513, 86 Stat. 

947, § 602(a), CO), (c)(lH3), (51, 
(dI(2); added Oct. 25, 1984, Pub.L. 
98-547, 9 101(a), 98 Stat. 2756, 

Oct. 20, 1972, Pub.L. 92-513, 86 Stat. 
947, 5 602(d)(l); added Oct. 25, 
1984, Pub.L. 98-547, 9 101(a), 98 
Stat. 2756; restated Oct. 25, 1992, 
Pub.L. 102-519, 4 302(1), 106 Stat. 
3394. 

OCt. 20, 1972, Pub.L. 92-513, 86 Stat. 
947, § 602(e); added Oct, 25, 1984, 
Pub.L. 98-547, § 101(a), 98 Stat. 
2756; Oct. 25, 1992, Pub.L. 
102-519, 5 306(a), 106 Stat. 3397. 
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In subsection (a)(l), before clause (A), 
the words "in accordance with this sec- 
tion" are omitted as surplus. 

In subsection (a)@!, the text of 
15:2022(c)(l)-(3) is omitted as obsolete 

because the standard has already been 
prescribed. See 49 C.F.R. part 541, 
House Report No. 103-180. 

LIBRARY REFERENCES 
American Dl-t System 

-9. 
Consumer protection; motor vehicle sales and service, see Consumer Protection 

Encyclopedim 
Consumer protection; motor vehicle sale or lease, see C.J.S. Credit Reporting 

Agencies; Consumer Protection 9 52. 

WESTLAW ELECTRONIC RESEARCH 
Consumer protection cases: 92Hkiadd key number]. 
See, also, WESTLAW guide following the Explanation pages of this volume. 

9 33 103. Theft prevention standard for other lines 
(a) General.-Not later than October 25, 1994, the Secretary of 

Transportation shall prescribe a vehicle theft standard that conforms 
to the requirements of this chapter for covered major parts that 
manufacturers install in passenger motor vehicles (except light duty 
trucks) in not more than 50 percent of the lines not designated under 
section 33 104 of this title as high theft lines. 

(b) Extension of application.-( 1) Not later than 3 years after the 
standard is prescribed under subsection (a) of this section and based 
on the finding of the Attorney General under subsection (c) of this 
section to apply the standard, the Secretary shall apply that standard 
to covered major parts and major replacement parts for covered 
parts that manufacturers install in the lines of passenger motor 
vehicles (except light duty trucks)- 

(A) not designated under section 33104 of this title as high 

(B) not covered by the standard prescribed under subsection 

(2) The Secretary shall include as part of the regulatory proceed- 
ing under this subsection the finding of, and the record developed by, 
the Attorney General under subsection (c) of this section. 

(c) Initial review of effectiveness.-Before the Secretary begins a 
regulatory proceeding under subsection (b) of this section, the Attor- 
ney General shall make a finding that the Secretary shall apply the 
standard prescribed under subsection (a) of this section unless the 
Attorney General finds, based on information collected and analyzed 
under section 33112 of this title and other information the Attorney 

678 

theftlines; and 

(a) of this section. 
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General develops after providing notice and an opportunity for a 
public hearing, that applying the standard prescnbed in subsection 
(a) to the remaining lines of passenger motor vehicles (except light 
duty trucks) not covered by that standard would not substantially 
inhibit chop shop operations and motor vehicle thefts. The Attorney 
General also shall consider and include in the record additional 
costs, effectiveness, competition, and available alternative factors. 
The Attorney General shall submit to the Secretary the finding and 
record on which the finding is based. 

(d) Long range review of effectiveness.-(1) Not later than De- 
cember 3 l ,  1999, the Attorney General shall make separate findings, 
after notice and an opportunity for a public hearing, on the follow- 
ing: 

(A) whether the application of the standard under subsection 
(a) or (b) of this subsection, or both, have been effective in 
substantially inhibiting the operation of chop shops and motor 
vehicle theft. 

(B) whether the anti-theft devices for which the Secretary has 
granted exemptions under section 33106 of this title are an 
effective substitute for parts marking in substantially inhibiting 
motor vehicle theft. 

(2)(A) In making the finding under paragraph (l)(A) of this sub- 

(i) consider the additional cost, competition, and available 
alternatives; 

(11) base that finding on information collected and andyzed 
under section 33 1 12 of this title; 

(iii) consider the effectiveness, the extent of use, and the 
extent to which civil and criminal penalties under section * 

331 15(b) of this title and section 2322 of title 18 on chop shops 
have been effective in substantially inhibiting operation of chop 
shops and motor vehicle theft; 

(iv) base that finding on the 3-year and 5-year reports issued 
by the Secretary under section 33 113 of this title; and 

(v) base that finding on other information the Attorney Gener- 
al develops and includes in the public record. 

(B) The Attorney General shall submit a finding under paragraph 
(1)(A) of this subsection promptly to the Secretary. If the Attorney 
General finds that the application of the standard under subsection 
(a) or (b) of this section, or both, has not been effective, the Secretary 
shall issue, not later than 180 days after receiving that finding, an 
order terminating the standard the Attorney General found was 
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ineffective. The termination is effective for the model year beginning 
after the order is issued, 
(3) In making a fmding under paragraph (l)(B) of this subsection, 

the Secretary shall consider the additional cost, competition, and 
available alternatives. If the Attorney General finds that the anti- 
theft devices are an effective substitute, the Secretary shall continue 
to grant exemptions under section 33106 of this title for the model 
years after model year 2000 at one of the following levels that the 
Attorney General decides: at the level authorized before October 25, 
1992, or at the level provided in section 33106(b)(2)(C) of this title for 
model year 2000. 

(e) Effective date of standard.-A standard prescribed under this 
section takes effect at least 6 months after the date the standard is 
prescribed, except that the Secretary may prescribe an earlier effec- 
tive date if the Secretary- 

(1) decides with good cause that the earlier date is in the 

(2) publishes the reasons for the decision. 
public interest; and 

(f) Notification of Congress.-The Secretary and the Attorney Gen- 
eral shall inform the appropriate legislative committees of Congress 
with jurisdiction over this part and section 2322 of title 18 of actions 
taken or planned under this section. 
(Added Pub.L. 103-272, Q l(e), July 5, 1994, 108 Stat. 1078.) 

HISTORICAL AND STATUTORY NOTES 
Revision Notes and Legislative Reports 

1994 Acts. 

Revised Section 
33 103(a) . . . . , . . . . . . . 

33103(b). . . . . . . . . . . , 

33 103(c) . . . . . . . . . . . . 
33103(d). . . . . . . . . . . . 
33103(e) . . . , . . . . . . . I 

33103(f,l . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Source (US. Code) 
15:2022(fx1) (1st 
sentence). 

15:2022(f)(2) (lst, 
2d sentences), (3) 
(last sentence). 
15:2022(f)(3) 
(1st-3d sentences). 
15:2022(0(4), (5). 
15:2022(c)(4). 

15:2022(0(1) (last 
sentence), (2) (last 
sentence). 
15:2022(f)(6). 
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Source (Statutes at Large) 
ht. 20, 1972, pUb.L. 92-513, 86 Stat. 

947,9 602Q; added Oct. 25, 1992, 
hb.L. 102-519, 9 302(2), 106 Stat. 
3394. 

Oct. 20, 1972, h b . L  92-513,86 Stat. 
947.9 602(c)(4); added Oct. 25, 
1984, pub.L. 98-547, § 101(a), 98 
Stat. 2756. 
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In subsection (a), the words “foreign 
and domestic” are omitted as unneces- 
sary. The words “as high theft lines” are 
added for clarity. 

In subsection (%)(I), the words “to ap- 
ply the standard’ are added for clarity. 
The words “shall apply that standard to 
covered major parts and major replace- 
ment parts for covered parts that mapu- 
facturen install in the lines of passenger 
motor vehicles (except light duty trucks) 

I . . not designated under section 33104 of 
this title as high theft lines; and , , , not 
covered by the standard prescribed under 
subsection (a) of this section” are substi- 
tuted for “the Secretary . . . shall desig- 
nate all the remaining such lines of such 
passenger motor vehicles (other than 
light-duty trucks) and apply such stan- 
dard to such lines in conformance with 
the requirements of this subchapter” for 
clarity and because of the restatement. 

In subsection (b)(2), the words “The 
Secretary shall include as part of the reg- 
ulatory proceeding under this subsection 
. . .  developed by the Attorney General 
under subsection (c) of this section” are 
substituted for “shall be a part of the 
Secretary’s rulemaking record” for clari- 
ty. 

In subsection (c), the words “Before 
the Secretary begins a regulatory pro- 
ceeding under subsection (b) of this sec- 
tion” are substituted for “prior to the 
Secretary’s initiation and promulgation 
of a rule” for clarity. The words “apply- 
ing the standard prescribed in subsection 

49 §33104 

(a) to the remaining lines of passenger 
motor vehicles (except light duty trucks) 
not covered by that standard” are substi- 
tuted for “requiring such additional parts 
marking for all of the applicable passen- 
ger motor vehicles” for clarity and be- 
cause of the restatement. 

In subsection (d)(l)(A), the words 
“whether the application of the standard 
under subsection (a) or (l~) of this subsec- 
tion, or both” are substituted for “wheth- 
er one or both rules promulgated under 
this subsection” for clarity. 

In subsection (d)(Z)(A)(iii), the words 
”civil . . .  penalties under section 
33115(b) of this title“ are substituted for 
“civil . . . penalties under section 2027(b) 
of this title” to correct an erroneous 
cross-reference. 

In subsection (d)(3), the words “for the 
model years after model year 2000” are 
substituted for “Nothing in this para- 
graph affects exemptions granted in mod- 
el year 2000 or earlier to any manufactur- 
er” to eliminate unnecessary words. The 
words “at one of the following levels that 
the Attorney General decides” are substi- 
tuted for “as determined by the Attorney 
General” for clarity. 

In subsection (e), the text of 
15:2022(~)(4)(related to the standard un- 
der 15:2022(c)(l)) is omitted as obsolete 
because the standard under 15:2022(c)( 1) 
has already been prescribed. See 49 
C.F.R 541. House Report No. 103-180. 

,,- 

LIBRARY REFERENCES 
American Dlgest System 

-9. 

Encyclopedias 

Consumer protection; motor vehicle sales and service, see Consumer Protection 

Consumer protection; motor vehicle sale or lease, see C.J.S. Credit Reporting 
Agencies; Consumer Protection 9 52. 

WESTLAW ELECTRONIC RESEARCH 
Consumer protection cases: 92Hk[add key number]. 
See, also, WESTLAW guide following the Explanation pages of this volume. 

!$ 33 104. Designation of high theft vehicle lines and parts 

(a) Designation, nonapplication, selection, and procedures.-( 1) 
For purposes of the standard under section 33102 of this title, the 
following are high theft lines: 
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(A) a passenger motor vehicle line determined under subsec- 
tion 6) of this section to have had a new passenger motor 
vehicle theft rate in the 2-year period covering calendar years 
1990 and 1991 greater than the median theft rate for all new 
passenger motor vehicle thefts in that 2-year period. 

(B) a passenger motor vehicle line initially introduced into 
commerce in the United States after December 31, 1989, that is 
selected under paragraph (3) of this subsection as likely to have a 
theft rate greater than the median theft rate referred to in clause 
(A) of this paragraph. 
(C) subject to paragraph (2) of this subsection, a passenger 

motor vehicle line having (for existing lines) or likely to have (for 
new lines) a theft rate below the median theft rate referred to in 
clause (A) of this paragraph, if the major parts in the vehicles are 
selected under paragraph (3) of this subsection as interchangea- 
ble with the majority of the major parts that are subject to the 
standard and are contained in the motor vehicles of a line 
described in clause (A) or (B) of this paragraph. 

(2) The standard may not apply to any major part of a line 
described in paragraph (l)(C) of this subsection if all the passenger 
motor vehicles of lines that are, or are likely to be, below the median 
theft rate, and that contain parts interchangeable with the major 
parts of the line involved, account (for existing lines), or the Secre- 
tary of Transportation determines they are likely to account (for new 
lines), for more than 90 percent of the total annual production of all 
lines of that manufacturer containing those interchangeable parts. 
(3) The lines, and the major parts of the passenger motor vehicles 

in those lines, that are to be subject to the standard may be selected 
by agreement between the manufacturer and the Secretary. If the 
manufacturer and the Secretary disagree on the selection, the Secre- 
tary shall select the lines and parts, after notice to the manufacturer 
and opportunity for written comment, and subject to the confidential- 
ity requirements of this chapter. 

(4) To the maximum extent practicable, the Secretary shall pre- 
scribe reasonable procedures designed to ensure that a selection 
under paragraph (3) of this subsection is made at least 6 months 
before the first applicable model year beginning after the selection. 

(5) A manufacturer may not be required to comply with the 
standard under a selection under paragraph (3) of this subsection for 
a model year beginning earlier than 6 months after the date of the 
selection. 

(6) A passenger motor vehicle line subject on October 25, 1992, to 
parts marking requirements under sections 602 and 603 of the Motor 
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Vehicle Information and Cost Savings Act (Public Law 92-513, 86 
Stat. 947), as added by section 101(a) of the Motor Vehicle Theft Law 
Enforcement Act of 1984 (Public Law 98-547, 98 Stat. 2756), contin- 
ues to be subject to the requirements of this section and section 
33102 of this title unless the line is exempted under section 33106 of 
this title. 

(b) Determining theft rate for passenger vehicles.-(1) In this 
subsection, “new passenger motor vehicle thefts”, when used in 
reference to a calendar year, means thefts in the United States in that 
year of passenger motor vehicles with the same model-year designa- 
tion as that calendar year. 

(2) Under subsection (a) of this section, the theft rate for passenger 
motor vehicles of a line shall be determined by a fraction- 

(A) the numerator of which is the number of new passenger 
motor vehicle thefts for that line during the 2-year period re- 
ferred to in subsection (a)(l)(A) of this section; and 

(B) the denominator of which is the sum of the respective 
production volumes of all passenger motor vehicles of that line 
(as reported to the Administrator of the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency under chapter 329 of this title) that are of model 
years 1990 and 1991 and are distributed for sale in commerce in 
the United States. 

(3) Under subsection (a) of this section, the median theft rate for 
all new passenger motor vehicle thefts during that 2-year period is 
the theft rate midway between the highest and the lowest theft rates 
determined under paragraph ( 2 )  of this subsection. If there is an 
even number of theft rates determined under paragraph (2), the 
median theft rate is the arithmetic average of the 2 adjoining theft 
rates midway between the highest and the lowest of those theft rates. 

(4) In consultation with the Director of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, the Secretary periodically shall obtain from the most 
reliable source accurate and timely theft and recovery information 
and publish the information for review and comment. To the great- 
est extent possible, the Secretary shall use theft information reported 
by United States Government, State, and local police. After publica- 
tion and opportunity for comment, the Secretary shall use the theft 
information to determine the median theft rate under this subsection. 
The Secretary and the Director shall take any necessary actions to 
improve the accuracy, reliability, and timeliness of the information, 
including ensuring that vehicles represented as stolen are really 
stolen. 

L 0 9  
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(5) The Secretary periodically (but not more often than once every 
2 years) may redetermine and prescribe by regulation the median 
theft rate under this subsection. 

(c) Providing information.-The Secretary by regulation shall re- 
quire each manufacturer to provide information necessary to select 
under subsection (a)(3) of this section the high theft lines and the 
major parts to be subject to the standard. 

(d) Application.-Except as provided in section 33106 ofxhis title, 
the Secretary may not make the standard inapplicable to a line that 
has been subject to the standard. 
(Added Pub.L. 103-272, 9 l(e), July 5, 1994, 108 Stat. 1079.) 

HISTORICAL AND STATUTORY NOTES 
Revision Notes and Legislative Reports 

1994 Acts. 

Revised Section 
3 3 104(a) , . . . . . . . . . . . 

33 104(b) . , , . . . . . . . . , 
33 104(c) . . . . . . . . . . . . 
33 104(d) . . . . . . . . . , . . 

Source (U.S. Code) 
15:2023(a)(l)-(4). 

15:2023(a)(5). 

15:2022(g). 
15:2023(b). 
15:2023(c). 
15:2023(d). 

~~ - 
Source (Statutes at Large) 

Oct. 20, 1972, Pub.L. 92-513, 86 Stat. 
947, J 603(a)(lH4), (bHd); added 

101(a), 98 Stat. 2757; Oct. 25, 

(S), 106 Stat. 3396. 
Oct. 20, 1972, Pub.L. 92-513, 86 Stat, 

947, §§ 602(g), 603(a)(5); added 

§§ 302(2), 303(4). 106 Stat. 3395, 
3396. 

OCt. 25, 1984, Pub.L. 98-547, 

1992, Pub.L. 102-519,s 303(1)-(3), 

Oct. 25, 1992, Pub.L. 102-519, 

In subsection (a)(l)(A), the words “the and consistency because of section I(%) of 
2-year period covering calendar years 
1990 and 1991” are substituted for “the 2 
calendar years immediately preceding the 
year in which the Anti Car Theft Act of 
1992 is enacted” because that Act was 
enacted on October 25, 1992. The substi- 
tution also makes it clear that the 2-year 
period is to be treated as a single period. 

In subsection (a)( l)(B), the words “af- 
ter December 31, 1989,” are substituted 
for ”after the beginning of the 2-year 
period specified in subparagraph (A)” for 
consistency with clause (A). 

In subsection (a)(6), the word “passen- 
ger“ is added because the source provi- 
sions in the revised chapter apply to pas- 
senger motor vehicles. 

In subsection (b)(2)(B), the words “Ad- 
ministrator of the” am added for clarity 

r n  

Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1970 (e& 
Dec. 2,  1970, 84 Stat. 2086). The words 
“model years 1983 and 1984” are substi- 
tuted for “the 2 model years having the 
same model-year designations as the 2 
calendar years specified in subsection 
(a)(l)(A) of this section” because the par- 
ticular years are now known. 

In subsection (b)(4), the words “Imme- 
diately upon enactment of this subchap- 
ter” are omitted as executed. The words 
”or sources” are omitted because of 1:l. 
House Report No. 103-180. 
References in Text 

Sections 602 and 603 of the Motor Ve- 
hicle Information and Cost Savings Act, 
referred to in subsec. (a)(6), are sections 
602 and 603 of Pub.L. 92-513, which 
were classified to sections 2022 and 2023 
I 
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of Title 15, Commerce and Pub.L. 103-272, §§ l(e), 7@). July 5 ,  
E z t i l i ? w e r e  repealed and reenacted 
as sections 33102 to 33104 of this title by 

1994, 108 Stat. 1077, 1379. 

LIBRARY REFERENCES 
American Digest System 

-9. 
Encyclopedias 

Consumer protection; motor vehicle sales and service, see Consumer Protection 

Consumer protection; motor vehicle sale or lease, see C.J.S. Credit Reponing 
Agencies; Consumer Protection 5 52. 

WESTLAW ELECTRONIC RESEARCH 
Consumer protection cases: 92Hk[add key number]. 
See, also, WESTLAW guide following the Explanation pages of this volume. 

§ 33 105. Cost limitations 
(a) Maximum manufacturer costs.-A standard under section 

(1) on a manufacturer of motor vehicles, compliance costs of 
more than $15 a motor vehicle; or 

(2) on a manufacturer of major replacement parts, compli- 
ance costs for each part of more than the reasonable amount 
(but less than $15) that the Secretary of Transportation specifies 
in the standard. 

(b) Costs involved in engines and transmissions.-For a manufac- 

33102 or 33103 of this title may not impose- 

t 

turer engaged in identifying engines or transmissions on October 25, 
1984, in a way that substantially complies with the standard- 

(1) the costs of iden*ng engines and transmissions may not 

(2) the manufacturer may not be required under the standard 

e 

I 
I 

I 

, 

be considered in calculating the manufacturer’s costs under 
subsection (a) of this section; and I 
to conform to any identification system for engines and transmis- 
sions that imposes greater costs on the manufacturer than are 
incurred under the identification system used by the manufactur- 
er on October 25, 1984. 

I 

(c) Cost adjustments.-( 1) In this subsection- 
(A) “base period” means calendar year 1984. 
(B) “price index” means the average over a calendar year of 

the Consumer Price Index (all items-United States city average) 
published monthly by the Secretary of Labor. 

(2) At the beginning of each calendar year, as necessary data 
become available from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Secretary 
of Labor shall certify to the Secretary of Transportation and publish 

685 
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Revised Section 
33105 . . . , . . . . . . . , . . 

INFORMATION, STANDARDS, ETC. Ch. 331 

Source (US. Code) Source (Statutes at Large) 

947, § 604; added Oct. 25, 1984, 
Pub.L. 98-547, § 101(a), 98 Stat. 
2758. 

15:2024. Oct. 20, 1972, Pub.L. 92-513, 86 Stat. 

§ 33106. Exemption for passenger motor vehicles equipped 
with anti-theft devices 

(a) Definitions.-In this section- 
(1) “anti-theft device” means a device to reduce or deter theft 

(A) is in addition to the theft-deterrent devices required by 
motor vehicle safety standard numbered 114 in section 
57 1.1 14 of title 49, Code of Federal Regulations; 

(B) the manufacturer believes will be effective ii reducing 
or deterring thefe of motor vehicles; and 

(C)  does not use a signaling device reserved by State law 
for use on police, emergency, or official vehicles, or on 
schoolbuses. 

that- 
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(2) “standard equipment” means equipment already installed 
in a motor vehicle when it is delivered from the manufacturer 
and not an accessory or other item that the first purchaser 
customarily has the option to have installed. 

(b) Granting exemptions and limitations.-( 1) A manufacturer 
may petition the Secretary of Transportation for an exemption from a 
requirement of a standard prescribed under section 33102 or 33103 
of this title for a line of passenger motor vehicles equipped as 
standard equipment with an anti-theft device that the Secretary 
decides is likely to be as effective in reducing and deterring motor 
vehicle theft as compliance with the standard. 

(2) The Secretary may grant an exemption- 
(A) for model year 1987, for not more than 2 lines of a 

manufacturer: 
(B) for each of the model years 1988-1996, for not more than 

2 additional lines of a manufacturer; 
(C) for each of the model years 1997-2000, for not more than 

one additional line of a manufacturer; and 
(D) for each of the model years after model year 2000, for the 

number of lines that the Attorney General decides under section 
33103(d)(3) of this title. 

(3) An additional exemption granted under paragraph (2)(B) or (C) 
of this subsection does not affect an exemption previously granted. 

(c) Petitioning procedure.-A petition must be filed not later than 
8 months before the start of production for the first model year 
covered by the petition. The petition must include- 

(1) a detailed description of the device; 
(2) the reasons for the manufacturer’s conclusion that the 

device will be effective in reducing and deterring theft of motor 
vehicles; and 

(3) additional information the Secretary reasonably may re- 
quire to make the decision described in subsection (b)(l) of this 
section. 

(d) Decisions and approvals.-The Secretary shall make a decision 
about a petition filed under this section not later than 120 days after 
the date the petition is filed. A decision approving a petition must be 
based on substantial evidence. The Secretary may approve a petition 
in whole or in part. If the Secretary does not make a decision within 
the 120-day period, the petition shall be deemed to be approved and 
the manufacturer shall be exempt from the standard for the line 
covered by the petition for the subsequent model year. 
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~ Revised Section Source (U.S. Code) Source (Statutes at Large) 
33106(a)(1) . . . . . . . . .  15:2025(e). Oct. 20, 1972, Pub.L. 92-513, 86 Stat. 

947, 8 605(a)(l), (31, (bHe); added 
Oct. 25, 1984, Pub.L. 98-547, 
9 101(a), 98 Stat. 2759. 

Oct. 20, 1972, Pub.L. 92-513, 86 Stat. 
947, 8 605(a)(2); added Oct. 25, 
1984, Pub.L. 98-547, § lOl(a), 98 
Stat. 2759; Oct. 25, 1992, Pub.L. 

33 106(a)(2) . . . . . . . . . 
33106(b). . . . . . . . . . . . 15:2025(a)(3): 

15:2025(a)(l), (2). 

102-519, § 304, 106 Stat. 3396. 
33106(c) . . . . . . . . . . . . 15:2025(b). 
33106(d) ........,... 15:2025(c). 
33106(e) . . . . . . . . . . . . 15:2025(d). 

(e) Rescissions.-The Secretary may rescind an exemption if the 
Secretary decides that the anti-theft device has not been as effective 
in reducing and deterring motor vehicle theft as compliance with the 
standard. A rescission may be effective only- 

(1) for a model year after the model year in which the rescis- 
sionoccurs; and 
(2) at least 6 months after the manufacturer receives written 

notice of the rescission from the Secretarv. 
(Added Pub.L. 103-272, 9 l(e), July 5, 1994, 108 Stat. 1082, and amended 
Pub.L. 103429, § 6(45), Oct. 31, 1994, 108 Stat. 4383.) 

HISTORICAL AND STATUTORY NOTES 
Revision Notes and Legislative Reports 

1994 Acts. 

In subsection (b)( I), the words “the ap- 
plication of any of’ are omitted as sur- 
plus. The words “or lines” are omitted 
because of 1 : 1. 

In subsection (b)(2)(A), the words “for 
model year 1987” are substituted for 
“For the initial model year to which such 
standard applies” for clariv. See 50 
Fed.Reg. 43166 (1985). In clause (D), 
the words ”that the Attorney General de- 
cides” are substituted for “for which the 
Secretary may grant such an exemption 
(if any) shall be determined’’ for clarity 
and because of the restatement. 

In subsection (d), the words “for the 
line covered by the, petition” are added 
for clarity. 

Subsection (e) is substituted for 
15:2025(d) for clarity and to eliminate 

unnecessary words. House Report NO, 

This amends 49:33 106(b)(3) to correct 
an error in the codification enacted by 
section 1 of the Act of July 5, 1994 (Pub. 
lie Law 103-272, 108 Stat. 1082). House 
Report No. 103-831. 
Amendments 

1994 Amendments. Subsec. (b)(3). 
Pub.L. 103429, § 6(45), substituted 
“paragraph (2)(B) or (C) of this subsec- 
tion” for “subparagraph (2)(B) or (C) of 
this paragraph”. 
Effectlve Dates 

1994 Acto. Amendment by hb.L. 
103429 effective July 5, 1994, see sec- 
tion 9 of Pub.L. 103429, set out as a note 
under section 321 of this title. 

103-180. 

LIBRARY REFERENCES 
American Dlgest System 

*9. 
Consumer protection; motor vehicle sales and service, see Consumer Protection 
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Encyclopedlas 
Consumer protection; motor vehicle sale or lease, see C.J.S. Credit Reporting 

Agencies; Consumer Protection 5 52. 

WESTLAW ELECTRONIC RESEARCH 
Consumer protection cases: 92Hk[add key number]. 
See, also, WESTLAW guide following the Explanation pages of this volume. 

9 33 107. Voluntary vehicle identification standards 
(a) Election to inscribe or a& identifytng marks.-The Secretary 

of Transportation by regulation may prescribe a vehicle theft preven- 
tion standard under which a person may elect to inscribe or affix an 
identifying number or symbol on major parts of a motor vehicle 
manufactured or owned by the person for purposes of section 5 11 of 
title 18 and related provisions. The standard may include provisions 
€or registration of the identification with the Secretary or a person 
designated by the Secretary. 

(b) Standard requirements.-The standard under this section shall 
be practicable and provide relevant objective criteria. 

(c) Voluntary compliance.-Complimce with the standard under 
this section is voluntary. Failure to comply does not subject a person 
to a penalty or enforcement under this chapter. 

(d) Compliance with other standards-Compliance with the stan- 
dard under this section does not relieve a manufacturer from a 
requirement of a standard prescribed under section 33102 or 33103 
of this title. 
(Added Pub.L. 103-272,s l(e), July 5, 1994, 108 Stat. 1083.) 

HISTORICAL AND STATUTORY NOTES 

Revlston Notes and Legislative Reports 
1994 Acts. 

House Report No. 103-180, see 1994 
U.S. Code Cong. and Adm. News, p. 818. 

LIBRARY REFERENCES 
American Digest Sptem 

Consumer protection; administrative regulation in general, see Consumer Protec- 

Consumer protection; motor vehicle sales and senice, see Consumer Protection 
tion W13. 

-9. 
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EncyclOpedlaS 
Consumer protection; administrative regulation in general, see C.J.S. Credit 

Consumer protection; motor vehicle sale or lease, see C.J.S. Credit Reporting 
Reporting Agencies; Consumer Protection f 90, 

Agencies; Consumer Protection S 52. 

WESTLAW ELECTRONIC RESEARCH 
Consumer protection cases: 9ZHk[add key number]. 
See. also, WESTLAW guide following the Explanation pages of this volume. 

Revised Section 
33108(a) . . . . . . I . . . . . 

!$ 33 108. Monitoring compliance of manufacturers 
(a) Records, reports, information, and hpection.-To enable the 

Secretary of Transportation to decide whether a manufacturer of 
motor vehicles containing a part subject to a standard prescribed 
under section 33102 or 33103 of this title, or a manufacturer of 
major replacement parts subject to the standard, is complying with 
this chapter and the standard, the Secretary may require the manu- 
facturer to- 

t 

(1) keep records; 
(2) make reports; 
(3) provide items and information; and 
(4) allow an officer or employee designated by the Secretary 

to inspect the vehicles and parts and relevant records of the 
manufacturer. 

(b) Entry and inspection.-To enforce this chapter, an officer or 
employee designated by the Secretary, on presenting appropriate 
credentials and a written notice to the owner, operator, or agent in 
charge, may inspect a facility in which motor vehicles containing 
major parts subject to the standard, or major replacement parts 
subject to the standard, are manufactured, held for introduction into 
interstate commerce, or held for sale after introduction into inter- 
state commerce. An inspection shall be conducted at a reasonable 
time, in a reasonable way, and with reasonable promptness. 

(c) Certification of compliance.-(1) A manufacturer of a motor 
vehicle subject to the standard, and a manufacturer of a major 
replacement part subject to the standard, shall provide at the time of 
delivery of the vehicle or part a certification that the vehicle or part 
conforms to the applicable motor vehicle theft prevention standard. 
The certification shall accompany the vehicle or part until its delivery 
to the first purchaser. The Secretary by regulation may prescribe the 
type and form of the Certification. 

(2) This subsection does not apply to a motor vehicle or major 
replacement part that is- 

. 

(A) intended only for export; 
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Source (U.S. Code) Source (Statutes at Large) 

947,s 606; added Oct. 25,1984, 
Pub.L. 98-547, 9 101(a), 98 Stat. 
2760. 

15:2026(a). Oct. 20, 1972, Pub.L. 92-513, 86 Stat. 
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33108(b) . . . , . , . . . . . .  
33108(c) . . . . . . . . . . . . 
33108(d) , , . . . . . . . . , . 
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15:2026(b). 
15:2026(c). 
15:2026(d). 

(B) labeled only for export on the vehicle or replacement part 
and the outside of any container until exported; and 
(C) exported. 

(d) Notification of error.-A manufacturer shall notify the Secre- 

(1) there is an error in the identification (required by the 
standard) applied to a major part installed by the manufacturer 
in a motor vehicle during its assembly, or to a major replace- 
ment part manufactured by the manufacturer; and 

(2) the motor vehicle or major replacement part has entered 
interstate commerce. 

tary if the manufacturer discovers that- 

(Added Pub.L. 103-272, § l(e), July 5, 1994, 108 Stat. 1083.) 

HISTORICAL AND STATUTORY NOTES 
Revislon Notes and Legislative Reports 

1994 Acts. 

In subsection (a), before clause (l), the 
words “is complying” are substituted for 
“has acted or is acting in compliance” 
and “determining whether such manufac- 
turer has acted or is acting in compli- 

available all such items and information 
in accordance with such reasonable rules 
as the Secretary may prescribe” are omit- 
ted as surplus. 

“ddv” and ln subsection 6). the 
ance” to eliminate unnecessary words. 
The word “reasonably” is omitted as sur- 
plus. In clause (1). the word “keep” is 
substituted for “establish and maintain’’ 
for consistency in the revised title and to 
eliminate unnecessary words. In clause 
(4). the words “upon request”, ”duly”, 
and “such manufacturer shall make 

“enter and” are omitted as surplus.* 
In subsection (c)(2)(B), the words “or 

tagged” and “if any’‘ are omitted as sur- 
plus. 

Subsection (d) is substituted for 
15:2026(d) for clarity. House Report No. 
103-180. 

LIBRARY REFERENCES 
American Dlgest System 

Administration inspections and searches: regulated businesses, see Searches and 

Consumer protection; motor vehicle sales and service, see Consumer Protection 
Seizures -79. 

-9, 

Endowdias  
I .  

Administration inspections and searches; regulated businesses, see C.J.S. 

Consumer protection; motor vehicle sale or lease, see C.J.S. Credit Reporting 
Searches and Seizures 5 99. 

Agencies; Consumer Protection 5 52. 
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WESTLAW ELECTRONIC RESEARCH 
Consumer protection cases: 9ZHk[add key number]. 
Searches and seizures cases: 349k[add key number]. 
See, also, WESTLAW guide following the Explanation pages of this volume. 

5 33 109. National Stolen Passenger Motor Vehicle Information 

(a) General requirements.-(1) Not later than July 25, 1993, the 
Attorney General shall establish, and thereafter maintain, a National 
Stolen Passenger Motor Vehicle Information System containing the 
vehicle identification numbers of stolen passenger motor vehicles and 
stolen passenger motor vehicle parts. The System shall be located in 
the National Crime Information Center and shall include at least the 
following information on each passenger motor vehicle reported to a 
law enforcement authority as stolen and not recovered: 

System 

(A) the vehicle identification number. 
(B) the make and model year, 
(C) the date on which the vehicle was reported as stolen. 
(D) the location of the law enforcement authority that re- 

ceived the report of the theft of the vehicle. 
(E) the identification numbers of the vehicle parts (or deriva- 

tives of those numbers), at the time of the theft, if those numbers 
are different from the vehicle identification number of the vehi- 
cle. 

(2) In establishing the System, the Attorney General shall consult 
with- 

(A) State and local law enforcement authorities; and 
(B) the National Crime Information Center Policy Advisory 

Board to ensure the security of the information in the System 
and that the System will not compromise the security of stolen 
passenger motor vehicle and passenger motor vehicle parts in- 
formation in the System. 

(3) If the Attorney General decides that the Center is not able to 
perform the functions of the System, the Attorney General shall make 
an agreement for the operation of the System separate from the 
Center. 

(4) The Attorney General shall prescribe by regulation the effective 

(b) Requests for information.-( 1) The Attorney General shall pre- 
scribe by regulation procedures under which an individual or entity 
intending to transfer a passenger motor vehicle or passenger motor 

1 date of the System. 
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vehicle part may obtain information on whether the vehicle or part is 
listed in the System as stolen. 

(2) On request of an insurance carrier, a person lawfully selling or 
distributing passenger motor vehicle parts in interstate commerce, or 
an individual or enterprise engaged in the business of repairing 
passenger motor vehicles, the Attorney General (or the entity the 
Attorney General designates) immediately shall inform the insurance 
carrier, person, individual, or enterprise whether the System has a 
record of a vehicle or vehicle part with a particular vehicle identifica- 
tion number (or derivative of that number) being reported as stolen. 
The Attorney General may require appropriate verification to ensure 
that the request is legitimate and will not compromise the security of 
the System. 

(c) Advisory committee.-(1) Not later than December 24, 1992, 
the Attorney General shall establish in the Department of Justice an 
advisory committee. The Attorney General shall develop the System 
with the advice and recommendations of the committee. 

(2)(A) The committee is composed pf the following 10 members: 
(i) the Attorney General. 
(11) the Secretary of Transportation. 
(iii) one individual who is qualified to represent the interests 

(iv) one individual who is qualified to represent the interests 

(v) one individual who is qualified to represent the interests of 

(vi) one individual who is qualified to represent the interests 

(vii) one individual who is qualified to represent the interests 

(viii) one individual who is qualified to represent the interests 

(ix) one individual who is qualified to represent the interests 

(x) one individual who is qualified to represent the interests of 

(B) The Attorney General shall appoint the individuals described 
in subparagraph (A)(iii)-(x) of this paragraph and shall serve as 
chairman of the committee. 

(3) The committee shall make r&ommendations on developing 
and carrying out- 

of the law enforcement community at the State level. 

of the law enforcement community at the local level. 

the automotive recycling industry. 

of the automotive repair industry. 

of the automotive rebuilders industry. 

of the automotive parts suppliers industry. 

of the insurance industry. 

consumers. 
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Revised Section 
331 1 l(a) . . . . . . . . . . . . 

331 1 l e )  . . . . . . . . . . . 
331 ll(c) . . . . . . I I , .  . . 

prescribed in consultation with the Secretary that are necessary to 
ensure that a verification a person provides under subsection (a)@) of 
this section is uniform, effective, and resistant to fraudulent use. 
(Added Pub.L. 103-272, § l(e), July 5 ,  1994, 108 Stat. 1086.) 

HISTORICAL AND STATUTORY NOTES 
Revision Notes and Legislatlve Reports 

1994 Acts. 

Source (U.S. Code) Source (Statutes at Large) 
Oct. 20, 1972, Pub.L. 92-513, 86 Stat. 

947,s 608; added Oct. 25, 1992, 
Pub.L. 102-519, § 306(~), 106 Stat. 
3397. 

15:2026b(a). 

15:2026b(c) (lst, 2d 
sentences). 
15:2026b(b), (c) 
(last sentence). 

LIBRARY REFERENCES 
American Digest System 

-9. 

Encyclopedlas 

Consumer protection; motor vehicle sales and service, see Consumer Protection 

Consumer protection; motor vehicle sale or lease, see C.J.S. Credit Reporting 
Agencies: Consumer Protection 9 52. 

WESTLAW ELECTRONIC RESEARCH 
Consumer protection cases: 92HkCadd key number]. 
See, also, WESTLAW guide following the Explanation pages of this volume. 

9 33 1 12. Insurance reports and information 
(a) Purposes.-The purposes of this section are- 

(1) to prevent or discourage the theft of motor vehicles, partic- 
ularly those stolen for the removal of certain parts; 

(2)  to prevent or discourage the sale and distribution in inter- 
state commerce of used parts that are removed from those 
vehicles; and 
(3) to help reduce the cost to consumers of comprehensive 

insurance overage for motor vehicles. 
698 

I 

I 

i 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
i 

! 

I 
I 
1 
i 

1 

I 

(b) Definitions.-In this section- 
(1) “insurer” includes a person (except a governmental au- 

thority) having a fleet of at least 20 motor vehicles that are used 
primarily for rental or lease and are not covered by a theft 
insurance policy issued by an insurer of passenger motor vehi- 
cles. 

(2) “motor vehicle” includes a truck, a multipurpose passen- 
ger vehicle, and a motorcycle. 

(c) Annual information requirement.-( 1) An insurer providing 
comprehensive coverage for motor vehicles shall provide annually to 
the Secretary of Transportation information on- 

(A) the thefts and recoveries (in any part) of motor vehicles; 
(B) the number of vehicles that have been recovered intact; 
(C) the rating rules and plans, such as loss information and 

rating characteristics, used by the insurer to establish premiums 
for comprehensive coverage, including the basis for the premi- 
ums, and premium penalties for motor vehicles considered by 
the insurer as more likely to be stolen; 

(D) the actions taken by the insurer to reduce the premiums, 
including changing rate levels for comprehensive coverage be- 
cause of a reduction in thefts of motor vehicles; 
(E) the actions taken by the insurer to assist in deterring or 

reducing thefts of motor vehicles: and 
(F) other information the Secretary requires to carry out this 

chapter and to make the report and findings required by this 
chapter. 

(2)  The information on thefts and recoveries shall include an 
explanation on how the information is obtained, the accuracy and 
timeliness of the information, and the use made of the information, 
including the extent and frequency of reporting the information to 
national, public, and private entities such as the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation and State and local police. 

(d) Reports on reduced claims payments.-An insurer shall report 
promptly in writing to the Secretary if the insurer, in paying a claim 
under an adjustment or negotiation between the insurer and the 
insured for a stolen motor vehicle- 

(1) reduces the payment to the insured by the amount of the 
value, salvage or otherwise, of a recovered part subject to a 
standard prescribed under section 33102 or 33103 of this title; 
and 

(2) the reduction is not made at the express election of the 
insured. 
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(e) General exemptions.-The Secretary shall exempt from this 
section, for one or more years, an insurer that the Secretary decides 
should be exempted because- 

(1) the cost of preparing and providing the information is 
excessive in relation to the size of the insurer’s business; and 

(2) the information from that insurer will not contribute sig- 
nificantly to carrying out this chapter. 

(0 Small insurer exemptions.-( 1) In this subsection, “small in- 
surer” means an insurer whose premiums for motor vehicle insur- 
ance issued directly or through an affiliate, including a pooling 
arrangement established under State law or regulation for the issu- 
ance of motor vehicle insurance, account for- 

(A) less than one percent of the total premiums for all forms of 
motor vehicle insurance issued by insurers in the United States: 
and 

(B) less than 10 percent of the total premiums for all forms of 
motor vehicle insurance issued by insurers in any State. 

(2) The Secretary shall exempt by regulation a small insurer from 
this section if the Secretary finds that the exemption will not signifi- 
cantly affect the validity or usefulness of the information collected 
and compiled under this section, nationally or State-by-State. How- 
ever, the Secretary may not exempt an insurer under this paragraph 
that is considered an insurer only because of subsection (b)(l) of this 
section. 

(3) Regulations under this subsection shall provide that eligibility 
as a small insurer shall be based on the most recent calendar year for 
which adequate information is available, and that, once attained, the 
eligibility shall continue without further demonstration of eligibility 
for one or more years, as the Secretary considers appropriate. 

(g) Prescribed form.-Information required by this section shall be 
provided in the form the Secretary prescribes. 

(h) Periodic compilations.-Subject to section 552 of title 5, the 
Secretary periodically shall compile and publish infomation ob- 
tained by the Secretary under this section, in a form that will be 
helpful to the public, the police, and Congress. 

(i) Consultation.-In carrying out this section, the Secretary shall 
consult with public and private agencies and associations the Secre- 
tary considers appropriate. 

HISTORICAL AND STATUTORY NOTES 
Revision Notes and Legislative Reports 

1994 Acts. 

Revised Section 
33 1 12(a) . . . . . . . . . . . .  

33112(b)(1) . . . . . . . . .  
331 12(b)(2) . . . . . . . . .  
331 12(c) . . . . . . . . . . . .  

33 1 12(d). . . . . . . . . . . .  
13 1 1 2(e) ............ 
13112(f) . . . . . . . . . . . .  
53 1 12(g) . . . . . . . . . . . .  
131 12(h), . . . . . . . . . . .  
)3112(i) . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Source (US. Code) 
15:2032(a)(l) (1st 
sentence words be- 
fore 4th comma). 

15:2032(a)(3). 
15:2032(f). 
15:2032(a)(1) (1st 
sentence words af- 
ter 4th comma, last 
sentence), (2). 
15:2032(d). 
15:2032(a)(4). 
15:2032(a)(5). 
15:2032(e). 
15:2032(b). 
15:2032(c). 

Source (Statutes at Large) 

947,s 615; added Oct. 25, 1984, 
Pub.L. 98-547, § 101(a), 98 Stat. 
2763; Oct. 25, 1992, Pub.L. 
102-519, 5 306(a), 106 Stat. 3397. 

Oct. 20, 1972, Pub.L. 92-513, 86 Stat. 

In subsection (b)(l), the word “authori- 
ty” is substituted for “entity” for clarity 
and consistency in the revised title. 

In subsection (c)( I), before clause (A), 
the words “(or their designated agents)” 
are omitted as surplus. The words “be. 
ginning 2 ears after October 25, 1984” 
are omittelas executed. 

In subsection (c)(2), the words “by the 
insurer” are omitted as surplus. 

Subsection (f)(l)(B) is substituted for 
15:2032(a)(S)(C)(ii) for clarity and to 
eliminate unnecessary words. 

In subsection (f)(Z), the words “the re- 
quirements o f ’  are omitted as surplus. 

In subsection (g), the words “by regula- 
tion or otherwise” are omitted as surplus. 

In subsection (h), the words “the po- 
lice” are substituted for “including Fed- 
eral, State, and local police” to eliminate 
unnecessary words. 

In subsection (i), the words “In carry- 
ing out this section” are added for clarity. 
The words “public and private agencies 
and associations” are substituted for 
“such State and insurance regulatory 
agencies and other agencies and associa- 
tions, both public and private” to elimi- 
nate unnecessary words. House Report 
NO 103-180. 

LIBRARY REFERENCES 
American Digest System 

Duties of federal officers and performance thereof, see United States -41, 
Heads of executive departments, see United States -32. 

Duties of federal officers, see C.J.S. United States 5 41. 
Heads of executive departments, see C.J.S. United States § 32. 

WESTLAW ELECTRONIC RESEARCH 

Encyclopedlas 

United States cases: 393k[add key number]. 
See, also, WESTLAW guide following the Explanation pages of this volume. 

!$ 33113. Theftreports 
(a) Truck, multipurpose passenger vehicle, and motorcycle re- 

port.-Not later than October 25, 1995, the Secretary of Transporta- 
tion shall submit a rennrt to Cnnarecc that ; n r l i i A * c - -  
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Executive Summary’ 

The nature of car theft changed significantly beginning in the 1970’s from joyriding to theft 
for profit, in large part due to a proliferation of so-called “chop shops” that engage in the 
volume sale of stolen car parts to body shops, to auto repair shops, and directly to car owners. 
Because auto theft investigators were often unable to identify from which vehicles the stolen 
parts came or whether the parts were stolen at all, the Federal Government enacted the Motor 
Vehicle Theft Law Enforcement Act of 1984 that required automobile manufacturers, based 
on standards established by the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), to mark 14 
component parts of selected high-theft automobile lines with identifying numbers. The 
Federal Anti-Car Theft Act of 1992 required manufacturers to mark an additional 50 percent 
of their remaining lines. Both statutes permitted the DOT to grant a limited number of 
exemptions for new automobile lines equipped with selected anti-theft devices. 

The 1992 legislation also required the U.S. Attorney General to conduct two assessments of 
the DOT rules: 

(1) conduct by 1997 an initial evaluation of the effectiveness of the parts marking 
and, if found to be effective in inhibiting chop shop operations and deterring 
motor vehicle theft, extend parts marking to all remaining vehicle lines by 
December 1997; and, 

(2) conduct by 1999 a long-range review of (a) whether parts marking has been 
effective in substantially inhibiting the operation of chop shops and motor 
vehicle theft and (b) whether the anti-theft devices for which the DOT has 
granted exemptions are an effective substitute for parts marking in substantially 
inhibiting motor vehicle theft. 

Pursuant to the first of these two research requirements, the U.S. Department of Justice’s 
National Institute of Justice contracted with Abt Associates to conduct a two-part study of the 
legislation’s impact. 

The first part of the study examined national auto theft data using a cross-sectional time- 
series design. The second part of the study examined the experiences and opinions of 47 auto 
theft investigators regarding the effectiveness of anti-theft labels. The 47 investigators 
represent 31 of the 32 largest cities in the country (plus Miami), six smaller municipalities, 
and nine State agencies. 

I This Executive Summary incorporates findings from an earlier report prepared for the National Institute of 
Justice by Abt Associates Inc. The report is Opinions of 47 Auto n e f r  Investigators Regarding Automobile 
Component Parrs Ami-Theft Labels by Peter Finn, Linda Truitt, and Larry Burton, December 30, 1996. 
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Findings Based on Automobile Theft Data 

The DOT assembled data from two principal sources: The Federal Bureau of Investigations 
reported automobile thefts by model, model year, state and registration year from 198 1 
through 1995, and R.J. Polk Inc. provided data on car registrations by model, model year, 
state and registration year from 1981 through 1995. Taken together, these two files yielded 
estimates of the automobile theft rate by model, model year, state and registration year from 
1984 through 1995. (For reasons discussed in the report, registration years 198 1 through 
1983 did not enter the analysis.) The DOT indicated which cars were marked. Abt 
Associates augmented the DOT data by adding information based on Census statistics and 
FBI Uniform Crime Reports. Abt Associates also analyzed fourteen years of data on 
automobile theft from the National Household Victimization Survey. 

Based on statistical analysis, the study estimated the reduction in automobile thefts attributed 
to parts marking. Estimates are imprecise, but best estimates are that between 33 and 158 
fewer cars are stolen by professional thieves per 100,000 cars that were marked between 1987 
and 1995. Those marked cars were among the one-third that would, otherwise, have had the 
highest theft rates in the Nation. The effectiveness of extending parts marking to average 
theft-rate cars (as called for by the 1992 Act) is less certain: Because most of those cars have 
yet to be marked, that effectiveness could not be observed directly. 

Estimates of the victim’s cost are also imprecise, because victims do not distinguish theft for 
joyriding (which is unlikely to be deterred by parts marking) from theft by professional 
thieves. A conservative estimate is that the theft of an automobile by a professional thief 
costs the average victim about $6,000. This cost excludes insurance reimbursement, and i t  
excludes psychological costs and inconvenience of being a victim. 

Marking an automobile costs under $5 per car. Because an automobile is typically used for 
10 to 15 years, however, the average cost per year of marking a car is less than 50 cents per 
Car. 

Assume that 33 car thefts are prevented every year by marking 100,000 high theft-rate cars, 
that the cost of a car theft is $6,000 per car, and that the cost of marking each car is 50 cents 
pct. year. Then the estimated benefits from marking 100,000 high theft-rate cars is almost 
$200,000, which compares favorably with paying $50,000 per year to mark those cars. The 
benefits from extending parts marking to other automobiles is uncertain. Nevertheless, 
according to our calculations, parts marking would be cost effective if i t  prevents as few as 8 
automobile thefts per 100,000 marked cars. This seems like an achievable target for lower 
theft-rate cars based on the apparent success rate (at least 33 cars) for marking the parts of 
high theft-rate vehicles. The implication is that parts marking would be cost effective if 
extended to cars that were marked as of 1995. 
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Of course, these estimates could be wrong. Possibly, parts marking is less effective, and 
victim costs are lower, than estimated here. As explained in the report, the average victim cost 
is unlikely to be lower than $2,700, which is the average loss from a car theft reported on the 
National Household Victimization Survey. This means that if as few as 19 car thefts were 
prevented per 100,OOO marked cars, then parts marking would be cost effective. The evidence 
suggests that parts marking is at least this effective. 

The Department of Justice also asked Abt Associates to judge whether anti-theft exclusions 
were a good substitute for parts marking. For reasons explained in the report, we could not 
make that judgement, because the data were not adequate to support an inference. 
Nevertheless, we question the logic of using anti-theft devices as substitutes for parts 
marking, because they serve different purposes. Anti-theft devices are intended to harden a 
vehicle target, making it  more difficult to steal the car. Anti-theft devices probably 
discourage joyriding, and based on the study, also seem to deter professional thieves. In 
contrast, parts-marking is intended to assist law enforcement in identifying stolen cars and 
their parts, and to promote prosecution by building stronger cases. At a cost of somewhat 
more than $200 per car for anti-theft devices (compared with $5 per car for parts marking), 
anti-theft devices seem to be a complement to, not  a substitute for, parts marking. This 
conclusion is consistent with the opinions of law enforcement. personnel, which are discussed 
next. 

Findings Based on a Survey of Law Enforcement Officers 

The conclusions presented in this section are based on telephone conversations with auto 
theft investigators from 47 jurisdictions, including 3 1 of the 32 largest cities in the country 
(plus Miami), six smaller municipalities, and nine State agencies. While the jurisdictions do 
not represent a random sample of law enforcement agencies across the country, they do 
include the majority of jurisdictions with the highest auto theft rates in the Nation. 

Nearly three-quarters of the 40 big city and State auto theft investigators contacted reported 
that anti-theft labels are useful in helping to arrest chop shop owners and individuals who 
steal or traffic in stolen vehicles and parts. Nearly two-thirds of the investigators reported 
that labels also help them to prosecute chop shop operators and other automobile and parts 
thieves. Investigators reported that the most serious obstacle to making more effective use of 
the labels is that they are easy to remove and, once removed, it is impossible to prove that the 
parts are stolen because the owner cannot be traced. Investigators were about evenly divided 
regarding whether anti-theft labels deter professionals or amateurs from stealing or stripping 
cars. Investigators from the six smaller jurisdictions and one rural State report little or no use 
of anti-theft labels because joyriding, and a resulting high recovery rate of stolen vehicles, is 
their principal form of auto theft. 
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A majority of investigators reported that audible alarms, steering wheel “clubs,” kill switches, 
and “smart” keys all help deter auto theft but that each has drawbacks that prevent i t  from 
substituting effectively for parts marking. The small minority of investigators who had 
experience with recovery systems reported that the systems are effective in recovering stolen 
cars but that their use to date is limited by lack of transmission equipment and cost to the 
consumer. 

All but one investigator felt that the parts marking legislation should be extended to all 
automobile lines and to all types of noncommercial vehicles, especially pickup trucks. While 
every investigator reported that the parts that manufacturers are currently required to label are 
the parts that are stolen most frequently, all but six investigators recommended that additional 
parts be required to have labels, citing most often seats and airbags. Just over one-third of 
the investigators recommended that manufacturers be required to stamp vehicle identification 
numbers (VINs) on the component parts rather than use labels. 

Investigators reported making use of three principal types of resources to assist them in 
making effective use of component parts labels: training, technical assistance, and 
equipment. Investigators reported they rely primarily on one or both of two organizations for 
training related to anti-theft labels: the National Insurance Crime Bureau (NICB) and the 
International Association of Auto Theft Investigators (IAATI). The NICB also assists 
jurisdictions with auto theft investigations through its computerized database and field 
agents, many of whom go on site to help local investigators. Local auto theft task forces 
assist with investigations in nine jurisdictions contacted. Nearly half the jurisdictions use 
ultraviolet lights to detect counterfeit labels or the footprints that most anti-theft labels are 
designed to Ieave if removed. 

Findings from the survey suggest that component parts anti-theft labels assist most big city 
and State auto theft investigators to arrest car and parts thieves and to prosecute them. 
Investigators were nearly evenly split about the possible deterrent effects of the labels on auto 
theft, although some reported that the labels deter some chop shop operators. Anti-theft 
devices are not considered sufficiently effective to warrant labeling exemptions for cars that 
manufacturers equip with the devices. Almost all investigators would like the parts marlung 
legislation expanded to include not only all remaining car lines but also commercial vehicles 
and additional parts. Investigators suggested that parts marking might be more effective if 
auto theft investigators and patrol officers were trained more systematically and frequently in 
how to investigate label removal and tampering, if legislation in every State made tampering 
with or removing labels a felony, and if investigators had access to ultraviolet lights. 
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Introduction 

The nature of car theft changed significantly beginning in the 1970’s from joyriding to theft 
for profit, in large part due to a proliferation of so-called “chop shops” that engage in the 
volume sale of stolen car parts to body shops, to auto repair shops, and directly to car owners. 
Because auto theft investigators were often unable to identify from which vehicles the stolen 
parts came or whether the parts were stolen at all, the Federal Government enacted the Motor 
Vehicle Theft Law Enforcement Act of 1984 that required automobile manufacturers, based 
on standards established by the U S .  Department of Transportation (DOT), to mark 14 
component parts of selected high-theft automobile lines with identifying numbers, The 
Federal Anti-Car Theft Act of 1992 required manufacturers to mark an additional 50 percent 
of their remaining lines. Both statutes permitted the DOT to grant a limited number of 
exemptions for new automobile lines equipped with selected anti-theft devices. 

The 1984 Act has received limited evaluation. Using 1987 data, Harris and Clarke (1991a) 
found that cars designated as “high-theft” models were no more likely to be involved in 
collisions (which would create greater demand for spare parts) than were other cars, 
concluding in a separate study (1991b) that parts markings has a limited deterrence effect. 
The Highway Loss Data Institute (1995), examining insurance industry data, found slightly 
reduced theft rates for marked vehicles, particularly in urban areas. The Department of 
Transportation (1991), using National Crime Information Center data from the F B T ,  could not 
draw any conclusions concerning parts marking. These evaluations were done shortly after 
the new regulations went into effect, and before most cars had been marked, which may 
explain why evaluators could not find a significant relationship between theft rates and parts 
marking. A recent report by the Department of Transportation (1998) concluded tentatively 
that parts marking probably was cost effective. 

The 1992 legislation also required the US. Attorney General to conduct two assessments of 
the DOT rules: 

(1) conduct by 1997 an initial evaluation of the effectiveness of the parts marking 
and, if found to be effective in inhibiting chop shop operations and deterring 
motor vehicle theft, extend parts marking to all remaining vehicle lines by 
December 1997; and, 

(2) conduct by 1999 a long-range review of (a) whether parts marking has been 
effective in substantially inhibiting the operation of chop shops and motor 
vehicle theft and (b) whether the anti-theft devices for which the DOT has 
granted exemptions are an effective substitute for parts marking in substantially 
inhibiting motor vehicle theft. 
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Pursuant to the first of these two assessment requirements, the U.S. Department of Justice's 
National Institute of Justice contracted with Abt Associates to conduct a two-part study of the 
impact of the legislation. 

The first part of the study examined the experiences and opinions of 47 auto theft 
investigators regarding the effectiveness of anti-theft labels2 The 47 investigators represent 
3 1 of the 32 largest cities in the country (plus Miami), six smaller municipalities, and nine 
State agencies. The second part of the study, an empirical evaluation of automobile parts 
marlung on preventing theft, is reported here. 

This study has four steps. The first step is to estimate the reduction in automobile theft that is 
attributable to parts marking and anti-theft devices. The second step is to estimate the dollar 
costs of stolen cars net of recovery value. The third step is to estimate the cost of parts 
marking and anti-theft devices. The final step is to compare the cost of marking cars to the 
estimated savings from preventing thefts through parts marking. 

Because this report is necessarily technical, it may be helpful to provide a nontechnical 
explanation of the analysis. The study identified car models that had never received parts 
marking and measured trends in their theft rates from 1984 to 1995. The study also identified 
car models that had been designated for parts marking and examined trends in their theft rates 
from 1984 to 1995. If parts marking had been effective, we would expect that the theft rates 
for those marked cars would decrease over time as an increasing proportion of them were, in 
fact, marked. At the least, we would expect that trends in theft rates for marked cars would 
compare favorably with trends in the theft rates for unmarked cars. In fact, the analysis 
showed that theft rates decreased for marked cars, while the theft rate increased slightly for 
other cars. A rigorous statistical analysis showed that the decrease in theft rates for marked 
cars was statistically significant, and that parts marking was a likely explanation for that 
decrease. 

The study then analyzed data from the National Household Victimization Survey to 
determine the costs borne by victims-cars owners and insurance companies-of automobile 
theft. Estimates of dollar loss were not precise, because the victimization survey does not 
distinguish between thefts by joyriders (who are unlikely to be deterred by parts marking) and 
theft by professional thieves and those attempting to defraud insurance companies (who are 
the target of parts marking). Selecting a low estimate of average victim cost net of recovery 
value, and comparing this with the cost of marking cars, we concluded that parts marking has 
been cost effective. Whether extending parts marking to currently unmarked cars would be 
cost effective is more speculative, obviously, because inferences could not be based on direct 
experience. Nevertheless, based on demonstrated success marking high-theft cars, evidence 

2 Opinions of 47Auro Theji Investigators Regarding Automobile Componenr Parrs Anti-Theft Lnbels by 
Peter Finn ,  Linda Truitf, and Larry Burton, December 30, 1996. 
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supports a tentative conclusion that extending parts marking to all other cars would be cost 
effective. 

Step One: Parts Marking/Anti-theft Device Effectiveness 

Before discussing the statistical analysis, it may be helpful to graph automobile theft rates for 
two types of cars. “Car Models with Parts Never Marked” are car models that were never 
designated for either marking or anti-theft exemptions between 1987 and 1995. Our data 
have as few as 29 million such registered cars in 1984 and as many as 76 million 1995. As 
explained later, this difference occurs because we could not include model lines that existed 
before 1981, the earliest year in the data. “Car Models with either Parts Marked or an Anti- 
Theft Device (ATD) Exemption” had parts marked at some time between 1987 and 1995. 
Some of the cars may have received anti-theft exemptions that allowed them to discontinue 
marking parts at a later time. There were 0.8 million cars in 1987 and 26 million in 1995. 

Figure 1 shows the theft rates by year for both of these types of cars. For unmarked cars, the 
theft rate rose slightly before the 1990s and then stayed fairly constant at almost 600 per 
100,OOO registered cars. For the cars that received a high-theft designation at some time, the 

Figure 1 - Average Theft Rates for Cars with Parts 
Never Marked and Cars with Either Parts Marked 
or a Factory Installed Anti-Theft Device 

200 
1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 

Years from 1984 to 1995 

ever marked - 
Y x nevermarked 

rate was about 800 to 900 cars per 
100,000 in 1987. and about 600 per 
100,OOO in 1995. This suggests that 
parts marking may have been highly 
effective at reducing automobile 
theft. However, we need a more 
rigorous statistical analysis to be 
confident in the trends that appear in  
Figure 1. 

Statistical Model 

The National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration (NHTSA) 
provided Abt Associates with car 
thefts and recovery data by car 
model, across States, and over 
time.3 Variables that enter this 
analysis are defined as: 

3 ri-hc usual term is make and model, but we have reduced this to a shorthand form: model. As an illustration, 
a Ford Explorer is a model for our purposes. A distinguishing feature of a model is that cars of  the same 
inidrl have interchangeable body parts, meaning that a car from any  year within this class has parts that 
n rc t  the specification for parts for a car from any other year in this class. 
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Sij, The number of cars of model i that are stolen in  State j during year k. The m 
denotes the model year. For example, the data report the number of 1993 
model-year Ford Explorers that were stolen in Massachusetts in 1995. 

Sijk For much of the analysis, we will aggregate over model year, so: 

m=k 

m= 1 

For example, this new variable would tell us the number of Ford Explorers 
that were stolen in Massachusetts in 1993. The sum is from 1984, the first 
year in the data, to k (1993) in the e ~ a m p l e . ~  This analysis seeks to explain 
changes in S,, as a function of parts marking and factory installed anti-theft 
devices. 

N,, The number of cars of model i that are registered in State j during year k. The 
number of registered cars is a measure of the number of cars that are at risk of 
being stolen. Unfortunately, our data about registrations overstates the 
number of cars at risk. New cars may have been registered for just a few 
months (1994 Ford Explorers that were registered in 1993 are illustrations), 
and old cars may have been retired during the year but still appear as having 
been registered during the entire year. We explain later how we adjusted the 
registration data to account for this overstatement. 

R,jk The automobile theft rate for model i in the jth State during the kth year, 
defined as Stlk divided by Nijk. 

We seek to estimate the expected value of S,,  : 

where: 

‘ij A fixed effect that varies by model i and State j. Thus, other things equal, the 
theft rate will vary by car model and by State. It will also vary over time, but 
that later variation is captured by other variables. 

.I The data report model years as  of 198 I ,  SO no car of model year earlier than 198 1 entered the analysis. The 
data report registrations of 1984, SO no registration year earlier than 1984 enters the analysis. Of course, 
most 1981 model cars were still registered as of 1984. 
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A parameter representing the reduction in the theft rate that can be attributed 
to parts marking 

The percentage of cars of model i that were marked in State j during year k. 
Before 1987, this number was zero. 

An effect attributable to anti-theft devices. 

The percentage of cars of model i that had factory installed anti-theft devices 
in State j during year k. 

p1 parameter vector that captures variation in  theft rates attributable to factors 
that vary across time within a State. The a parameters are expected to capture 
effects that are specific to a State but which do not vary over time. 

A vector of exogenous factors that help explain automobile theft rates. A list 
of such variables will receive attention later. 

Analysis File 

To be included as a stolen car in these data, the theft had to be reported to the FBI. 
According to the National Criminal Victimization Survey (1 986-1 992 data), 93 percent of all 
automobile thefts are reported to the FBI, which serves as a national clearinghouse for 
identifying stolen cars. Car registration data come from R.L. Polk and Company. The data 
were assembled by KRA Corporation under contract to NHTSA (KRA, 1997). 

This model is estimated using pooled cross-sectional time-series data. The cross-section has 
two dimensions-the State and the car model. The definition of a State is obvious. A car 
model is a dealer model (such as a Ford Explorer) that has not undergone structural changes. 
That is, if Ford Explorers from 1985 through 1990 had common body parts, and if Ford 
Explorers from 1991 through 1995 had common body parts, but if the 1985-1990 Explorers 
differed from the 1991-1995 Explorers, then we considered these as being two distinct 
models for our purposes. This definition was adopted because our interest centered on cars 
that were stolen so their parts could be resold as replacement parts for cars of the same 
model. The time series is measured in years from 1984 through 1995. 

Using this definition, there were hundreds of car models. Given that there were 50 States and 
12 years, there were potentially tens of thousands of data points. In fact, however, the 
analysis files were considerably smaller. First, the analysis file comprised car models that 
were deemed high theft automobiles. Given the use of a fixed effect model, cars that never 
had parts marked could not contribute directIy to the parameter estimate 6. Thus, a desire to 
reduce the computing burden argued for excluding low theft-rate cars from the analysis file. 
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Second, we eliminated a few cadstate combinations because no cars were stolen between 
1984 and 1995, so the fixed effect explained everything. Third, we eliminated car models 
that existed for fewer than two years because these contributed nothing to the estimation. 
Fourth, we were forced to eliminate car models that existed in  1984 and later if they also 
existed in years earlier than 1981. Available data lumped those early-year models into an 
undifferentiated set so we could not compute the requisite theft rates for individual car 
models. Fifth, we eliminated cases when there were fewer than 100 registered cars of a 
given model in a given year. We were forced to eliminate a few cases with missing data. 

Finally, we had to make some modifications to the car registration data. This adjustment 
forced us to exclude some additional data. Let: 

, Pgkm = the number of cars of model type i ,  model year m, that were reported as 
registered in State j during year k. 

Registrations for cars of model year m, where m is greater than k, are not reported reliably in 
the Polk data. For example, 1995 Ford Explorers registered in 1994 were not reported in the 
data. Our decision was to exclude from the analysis file all registrations and thefts for cars 
where m > k. We had to make one additional adjustment to the registration data. P,,km 
represented only the first six months of registrations when k = m. For example, available 
data reported only the first six months of car registrations for 1994 Ford Explorers registered 
during 1994. KRA recommends multiplying P,,, by 1.495 to get the total number of 
registrations for year k when k = m. But there is  an additional problem because some of the 
cars registered during the first six months were registered at the beginning of the year, some 
at the end of six months, and most at times in between. The same problem exists for cars 
registered during the last six months. To estimate the number of cars on the road during year 
k, we computed 

Njjk, = 0.75 P,, + 0.25 ADJ, P,, 

when k = m, and 

when k > m; where 

ADJ, is the adjustment ratio (0.495) for estimating registrations for the 
last six months from registrations for the .first six months-that is, 
the adjustment recommended by Polk. 

The 0.75 adjustments reflects an assumption that cars registered during the first six months 
were on the road for an average of 9 months, or 0.75 years. The 0.25 adjustment reflects the 
assumption that cars that were registered during the last six months were on the road for an 
average of 3 months, or 0.25 years. 
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Discussion of the Model 

Distinguishing joyridingfromfor-profit thefis. Many auto thefts seem to be either theft 
from a vehicle or theft by minors (or others) for joyriding. These forms of theft are not likely 
to be deterred by parts marking. The other type is theft for profit. Thieves sometimes intend 
to resell a stolen car, usually out of this country, but often they plan to strip the car of 
valuable parts which are then sold as replacement parts for damaged cars of the same model.' 
Theft for profit, the target of parts marking, is the focus of this evaluation. The dependent 
variable does not distinguish between joyriding and theft for profit. Nevertheless, we do not 
expect parts marking to reduce joyriding, so any reduction in auto theft attributed to parts 
marking must be a reduction in thefts for profit. 

We also specified the dependent variable EQ( 1) in one other way intended to reflect theft for 
profit. Define: 

where: 

CIJkm Is the proportion of cars of model i (model year m) in the j" State during the 
k* year that were stolen but recovered in whole or in part. 

SCijkm Is the number of cars of model i (model year m) that were stolen and not 
recovered in State j during year k. 

sc , jk  Is the sum of SCijkm over m. 

As a measure of theft for profit, SClJk suffers several deficiencies. A theft for profit can result 
in  a car being returned to its owner or to the insurance company that has rights to the car after 
paying the owner's claim. The recovered car may comprise nothing more than a frame. In 
such a case, theft for profit would seem to be the motivation, but that would not be reflected 
in Sc,,k. A second problem is that parts marking may allow frames and other body parts to be 
identified for marked cars, and hence, be classified as recovered. For cars without parts 
marking, the same parts may have been unidentified and thus classified as not recovered. For 
these two reasons, SCIJk probably understates the number of thefts-for-profit, as well as trends 
in crimes for profit. Using SlJL in the regression analysis probably leads to parameter 

s Disposing of a stolen car takes many forms beyond those mentioned here. For example, an insurance fraud 
may work by reporting a car as stripped of its parts, selling the frame to a junk yard, and then replacing the 
parts on that frame. Because the frame carries the vehicle identification number, the reassembled car can 
then be registered. 
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estimates that have a downward bias. Consequently, this report emphasizes the analyses 
based on S,J,, the theft rate for all cars, and uses results from an analyses of RCUk to establish 
some lower limits. 

Effects vary over time. According to our interviews with law enforcement agencies, police 
did not react immediately to the advent of parts marking. They had to learn that parts 
marking had been implemented, they had to be trained how to use parts marking (mostly by 
institute staff funded by insurance companies), and in some cases they had to purchase 
equipment (such as infrared reading devices). The impact of parts marking may have been 
delayed as enforcement agencies learned to use the law. Other things equal, this implies that 
parts marking should have become more effective over time, so that the parameter 6 should 
increase over time. 

Of course, thieves may have become better over time at evading the law, and this effect may 
mitigate against an increasing value of 6. We know of one specific illustration of this 
problem. Except for the engine block and transmission, car parts are marked with tape that is 
supposed to leave an indelible trace if removed. The tape that was used initially was not 
totally effective, and skilled thieves reportedly could remove it without leaving a trace. 
Improved tape was introduced over time. This suggests that 6 might have increased initially 
as police got better at using parts marking, decreased subsequently as thieves got better at 
overcoming parts marking, and then increased again as markings improved. 

These arguments not withstanding, our earlier report (Rhodes, Norman and K h g ,  1998) 
found no trends in the effectiveness of parts marking. Based on the principal of parsimony, 
we have assumed that a single 6 parameter, rather than a time-varying 6 parameter, was 
appropriate for the analysis. 

Covariates 

AIthough the concern of this evaluation is with the effectiveness of parts marking and anti- 
theft devices, the analyses is more convincing when it controls for other factors that have 
influenced theft rates over time. Factors that are specific to a State and car model, 
specifically those factors that remain constant over time, are captured i n  the fixed 
effects-the a parameters. This analysis seeks to control for factors that vary over time 
within a State. 

---- 
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Variables entering this statistical model represent factors that vary over time within a State: 

TOTINDEX The per capita index crime rate exclusive of automobile theft in State j 
during year k. 

SAMEPCT The percentage of the automobile stock for model i in State j during 
year k that were of model year k. This variable was introduced into the 
regression because the number of cars of model i, State j ,  registration 
year k, model year k were believed to be inaccurate. 

ONEPCT Same as SAMEPCT, but the registration year was k and the model 
year was k-1. 

REGPERCP The number of per capita registrations of model i in State j during year 
k. 

DENSITY 

POP 1 8-24 

Percentage of the population living in urban areas. It seems plausible 
that problems with crime become more or less serious in a State as it 
becomes increasingly urbanized. 

Percentage of the population aged 18 to 24. Joyriding would seem to 
be most prevalent among youths and young adults. Thus, we would 
expect theft rates to increase or decrease as a State’s population 
becomes younger or older. 

AGESTOCK At any time, in any State, the number of cars of model ty-pe i (Nijk) has 
a distinctive age composition. Some cars are fresh from dealers’ lots; 
others are ten or fifteen years old. The age composition of the stock of 
cars of model i in State j and year k may reflect the desirability of that 
stock as theft targets. Newer cars would seem to have the greatest 
resale value. Then again, replacement parts may become increasingly 
valuable as the stock ages. Moreover, joyriders may find that older 
cars are better targets because owners become less diligent about 
protecting their investment as that investment falls in value. We are 
uncertain about the relationship between theft rates and AGESTOCK, 
so we introduce an additional variable into the regression, AGESTK2. 

AGESTK2 This is the square of AGESTOCK. ‘By introducing AGESTOCK and 
AGESTK2 in the model, the statistical model allows the relationship 
between R,j, and AGESTOCK to be non-linear. 

To derive AGESTOCK, we computed: 
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MARK 

ATD 

TREND 

TIME 

This formulation assigns an age of 1 to 1994 Ford Explorers (m = 
1994) registered in 1994 (k = 1994), an age of 2 to 1993 Ford 
Explorers (m = 1993) registered in 1994 (k = 1994), and so on for 
other years and other car models. 

This is the same as M, the percentage of marked cars. 

This is the same as A, the percentage of cars with factory installed 
anti-theft devices. 

The rate at which cars not deemed to be high theft rate cars were stolen 
in each state during each year. 

A time trend variable. Some of the analysis also uses TIME2, equal to 
the square of TIME, and TIME3, equal to the cube of TIME. 

Estimation 

Our original analysis following an approach suggested by Baltagi (1995,83), but further 
investigation of that analysis showed that parameter estimates were unduly sensitive to a few 
car models and years that had extremely high leverage. We decided to abandon that approach 
in favor of a fixed effects Poisson regression (Cameron and Trivedi, 1998). Estimation was 
done by conditional maximum likelihood (Cameron and Trivedi, 1998,282; Greene, 1997, 
940). This estimation routine was programmed using GAUSS software routine Maximum 
Likelihood (Aptech Systems Inc., 1996). 

The generic (before conditioning) form of the likelihood is: 

where P(S,,,) is the probability that Sijk cars are stolen and 
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where N,, is the number of cars registered. Tt has a parameter constrained to zero. See 
Cameron and Trivedi for how this generic likelihood can be rewritten as a conditional 
likelihood. 

In this approach, estimates of 6 and y are based exclusively on variation within a State and 
model. Cars that were never marked, or never had anti-theft waivers do not contribute any 
direct information to the measurement of 6 and y. For this reason, only those cars deemed 
high theft automobiles (and hence subject to marking) were included in the analysis. 

We estimated two general regressions. The dependent variable in the first general regression 
is the number of cars stolen (Sjk)- The dependent variable in the general second regression is 
the number of cars that were stolen and not recovered (Scjjk). In both cases, we report 
variations on the two basic regression specifications. 

Interpretation 

Has parts marking deterred automobile theft? This is a deceptively difficult question to 
answer. We observe that automobile theft rates decreased or continued to decrease as more 
and more automobiles had their parts marked. We cannot be sure, however, whether or not 
that observed trend would have happened in the absence of parts marking. The best we can 
do is to use statistical analysis to draw inferences from the data at our disposal. 

Figure 2 - Trends in Automobile Theft Rates, High Theft- 
Rate and Low Theft-Rate Models, Controlling for Model 
and State 
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As discussed, the statistical 
technique upon which most of 
our inferences rest is called a 
fixed effects poisson model. 
The technique controls for 
model type and state. A simple 
application of this poisson 
model is to estimate how 
automobile theft rates changed 
as a function of time. Figure 2 
shows years beginning in 1984, 
the earliest year for which we 
have data, and ending in 1995, 
the last year for which we have 
data. (Table 1 reports 
regression results upon which 
figure 2 is based.) The vertical 
axis shows the estimated theft 
rate per 100,000 registered cars 
based on predictions from the 
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Poisson model. Thus, the curves represent the average theft rate across model and state 
combinations.6 

Table 1 I ~- 

IParameter Estimates and Standard Errors from Regressing Thefts on Time 

low theft-rate 

The first curve is a smoothed representation of the theft rates for automobiles that were ever 
deemed to be high theft-rate automobiles by the NHTSA. (These were identified because 
they were required to have parts marking or anti-theft device waivers at some time during the 
model line’s life.) The smoothed curve shows that the theft rate had been increasing before 
parts marking was instituted in 1987. The theft rate leveled off just before parts marking was 
instituted. And then as more and more high theft cars were marked, fewer and fewer were 
stolen. 

By itself, this evidence is not convincing that parts marking was effective. One problem is 
that the theft rate stabilized before any cars were marked, and the theft rate began to fall 
before more than a small percentage of cars had been marked. Quite possible this favorable 
turn in automobile theft rates had nothing to do with parts marking. 

The second curve shows a smoothed version of the trend in automobile theft rates for cars 
that had never been deemed to be high-theft rate cars. Because these cars were never marked, 
the program to mark automobile parts should have had no effect on their theft rates. The 
theft rate for these automobiles also reached a peak and began to decline, but not until about 
1992 or 1993. Lf the trend in theft rates for low theft rate cars reflects the trend that would 
have prevailed for high theft-rate cars in the absence of parts marking, then the evidence is 
consistent with the conclusion that parts marking deterred theft. 

6 The curves in this figure differ from their counterparts i n  figure 1. The statistics reported i n  figure I were 
computed by dividing the number of cars stolen by the number of cars registered and then converting the 
resulting rate to thefts per 100,OOO registered cars. The statistics reported in  figure 2 are the average across 
all car models after controlling for State and model. Thus, figure 1 give more weight to car models with the 
largest number of registrations and figure 2 give equal weight to each car model regardless of the 
registration volume. 
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Another way to examine theft rates is to focus on the thefts of cars that were never recovered. 
Figure 3 is the same as figure 2, except that the trends are based on cars that were never 
recovered instead of all stolen cars. 

The timing of the decrease in thefts is consistent with the advent of parts marking. 
Automobiles were at the highest risk of being stolen (and not recovered) between 1988 and 
1989, the same time as parts marking was being introduced. Theft rates decrease as more and 
more cars had their parts marked. This decrease in the theft rates seems to  have reversed 
during the last year, but we tend to discount that evidence. Essentially it rests on a single 
time point and probably overstates the apparent reversal. 

Examining the comparable theft rate for cars that were never deemed high theft-rate 
automobiles, we see that the peak in thefts rates occurred somewhat later than that of their 
high theft counterparts, but not by much. More important, there was no apparent downturn in 
the theft rates for those low theft automobiles corresponding to the downturn in the theft rate 
for the high theft cars. After 1988, and prior to the last year in this data series, the number of 
thefts was relatively flat. 

Figure 3 - Trends in Unrecovered Automobile Theft Rates, 
High Theft-Rate and Low Theft-Rate Models, Controlling 
for Model and State 
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Assuming that trends for 
low theft rate cars are a 
surrogate for trends in high 
theft rate cars absent parts 
marking is a strong 
assumption, however, and 
we would like to have better 
evidence. Furthermore, the 
time-series reflects the 
combined effects of anti- 
theft devices as well as parts 
marking. The time-series 
cannot tell us how much of 
an effect to attribute to parts 
marking. 

Putting the trend aside 
temporarily, and placing the 
focus on the statistical 
models with covariates, the 
simplest statistical model 

has only one independent variable-the percentage of cars that are marked in a car 
modektate combination. This simple model implies a large effect attributable to parts 
marking-about 158 fewer stolen cars per 100,000 marked cars. This is not very compelling 
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evidence however. We know that theft rates were declining after 1987 for high-theft 
automobiles. We know that parts marking was instituted in 1987 and that an increasing 
number of cars were marked thereafter. We would expect to find a high correlation between 
theft rates and the use of parts marking. Such a straightforward analysis cannot tell for sure 
whether parts marking caused lower theft rates, or whether parts marking was merely 
coincident with lower theft rates. 

More compelling is the evidence that emerges after we have added additional variables to 
control for factors other than parts marking that might account for the observed trends. With 
this purpose in mind, we added the following variables to the model: 

. 
The index crime rates. 

Percentage of cars that received anti-theft exemptions 
The age of the stock of cars in a modeVstate configuration. 
The percentage of the population that lives in urban areas. 
The percentage of the population between the ages of 18 and 24. 
The number of car registrations per capita 

Control variables that correct for problems with the data assembly. 

Table 2 reports the parameter estimate associated with parts marking, but that parameter 
estimate cannot be interpreted by simple inspection. To provide an interpretation, note that: 

ai+Xp + yM E(S) = Ne 

This expresses the expected value of the number of car thefts as a nonlinear function of the 
number of car registrations (N), control variables (X), and the percentage of cars that were 
marked (M). The Greek letters represent parameters including a which represents the fixed 
effect. On average, about 550 high theft-rate cars were stolen per 100,OOO registered cars 
between I984 and 1995. This implies that on average: 

= 550 Ne ";+XP+YM 

To estimate the effect of parts marking, we differentiate the expectation to get: 

Evaluating this expression at the mean gives: 
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- -  - 550y 
aM 

-0.06 

-0.50 

0.44 

-0.50 

-0.12 
2.28 

5.09 

0.01 

0.13 

16.24 

____ 

Substituting y=-0.06 from table 2 gives an estimate of the reduction in the number of 
automobile thefts resulting from marking 100,OOO cars. Once the additional variables were 
introduced into the model, the effect associated with parts marking dropped to 33 car thefts 
prevented per 100,OOO marked cars. 

-5.81 -0.30 -28.60 0.36 27.78 -0.23 -20.50 
~ ~ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _  

-43.98 -0.48 -41.47 -0.20 -15.18 -0.47 -40.24 

8.06 -0.11 -2.09 3.97 50.29 0.05 0.96 
-8.49 -0.01 -0.13 -2.18 -33.68 -0.11 -1.80 

-10.25 -0.10 -8.87 0.03 2.50 -0.11 -9.35 

32.1 1 1.69 23.62 3.38 46-03 2.34 32.61 

7.11 23.09 6.03 20.65 18.39 3.97 14.21 

0.03 16.26 0.02 11.46 5.95 0.02 13.41 

10.68 0.13 10.27 0.36 28.19 0.15 12.16 

68.79 6.70 26.78 14.02 52.96 10.83 41.86 

0.41 110.02 0.24 78.59 

1.39 21.57 1.91 18.36 
-6.20 -58.22 -3.55 -8.99 

3.59 60.16 

The size of the estimate is approximate and, probably, conservative because we evaluate this 
derivative at the average value between 1984 and 1995 rather than the highest value between 
1984 and 1995. Arguably, parts marking caused the theft rate to fall from its highest value, 
which would justify a higher estimate for the effect from parts marking. The more 
conservative estimate is adequate for our purposes, however. 

TREND 
ITREND POWER 2 

ITtME 

Table 2 

Parameter Estimates and T-Scores from the Poisson Regressions on Automobile Thefts Rates 

,TIME POWER 2 

I IConditioning on Model and State 

PERCENT 
MARKED 

PERCENT ANTI- 

AG ESTOC K 
AGESTK2 

ONEPCT 
IDENSITY 
POP I 8-24 

REGPERCP 
ISAMEPCT 
ITOTINDEX 

TIME POWER 3 

estimate I t-score lestimate I t-score estimate I t-score I estimate I t-score 

There is no guarantee that the control variables account for the entire trend. Consequently, 
we added one additional control variable: 
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The theft rate within a state and year for all cars that NHTSA had never labeled as 
high theft-rate vehicles. 

The reasoning was that these latter vehicles could not have been affected by parts marking, so 
they provided a comparison group whose theft trend rates could be compared with the theft 
trend rates for cars that had been designated for marking. With this variable introduced into 
the model, the statistical analysis suggests that markmg 100,OOO cars prevents 165 
automobile thefts. 

One additional model seemed to be appropriate for these data. Instead of using the rate of 
automobile thefts for the low theft-rate vehicles as a trend variable, we introduce time itself 
a s  a trend variable. The model now includes: 

Time 
Time squared 
TimeCubed 

With this change, the salutary effects attributed to parts marking disappear from the analysis. 
In fact, parts marking now appears to cause 198 car thefts per lM),OOO marked cars. This is a 
nonsense conclusion because there is no reason to suppose that parts marking would lead to 
more stolen cars. 

We presume this apparently perverse effect arises from model misspecification. In this case, 
the way we have modeled the relationship between stolen cars, marked cars, and control 
variables cannot be exactly correct. When both time and marked cars are introduced into the 
model, the error in the model specification seems to interact so as to produce conclusions that 
are counterintuitive, in conflict with all other model specifications, and unlikely to imply 
anything about the true relationship between parts marking and automobile theft. Whatever 
the explanation for the counter-intuitive effects reported above, adding the trend variable to 

the time variables recovers results that are consistent with the conclusion that parts marking 
deters automobile theft. 

The alternative way to examine automobile theft rates is to use unrecovered automobile as 
the dependent variable. In this analysis, we used all the independent variables that were 
included above (excluding the time trends) but in place of the theft rate for cars that were 
never deemed high theft we substitute the theft rate for iinrecovered cars that were never 
deemed high theft rate automobiles. Results are reported in table 3 .  

Using the same model specification as above (except, the trend is now the rate of thefts for 
low theft rate models that were not recovered), parts marking had a coefficient that was not 
statistically significant. When we added the square of the theft rate for low theft rate cars to 
the statistical model, however, the effect was statistically significant and suggested that parts 
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Table 3 

Parameter Estimates and T-Scores for Poisson Regressions on Unrecovered Stolen Cars 
Conditioning on Model and State 

h o ~  I NO EX 1 4.82 I 6.42 I 5.05 I 7.64 

ITREND I 1.10 I 75.26 I 3.04 I 92.38 

marking reduced theft of unrecovered vehicles by about 20 percent. This is only 1.4 cars per 
100,OOO marked, but the base rate of 6.73 cars stolen on average is probably too low for 
reasons explained in the text. A higher base rate would yield a larger estimated effect. 

We cannot feel confident that the statistical analysis accurately estimates the effect of 
automobile parts marking. Changes in the model specification-sometimes even subtle 
changes in the model specification-lead to different estimates of how parts marking reduces 
automobile theft. Nevertheless, the evidence is  consistent with the conclusion that parts 
marking does reduce automobile theft, even if the size of the effect is uncertain. The next 
section raises and answers the question: How small of an effect would justify the conclusion 
that parts marking is cost effective? Does the size of that critical value comport with the 
evidence presented here? 

Step 2: Cost of Car Theft 

Conducted by the Bureau of Justice Statistics, the National Criminal Victimization Survey 
(NCVS) is useful as an indicator of the severity of motor vehicle theft in this country. The 
NCVS interviews approximately 49,000 households (about 101,000 individuals) annually. 
Households are interviewed every six months during a three year period, and new households 
are rotated into the sample over time. By interviewing victims of theft, the NCVS 
complements law enforcement data which records only reported crimes, It is also useful in 
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conjunction with insurance industry data as the NCVS records thefts unreported to insurance 
companies. 

The NCVS asks a representative household member whether any member of the household 
had an automobile stolen in the six months before the survey. If a car was stolen, an 
interviewer asks the respondent about the dollar value of the stolen car and the car's value 
after recovery. The interviewer also asks whether the theft was reported to the police or to an 
insurance company. If the theft was reported to an insurance company, the interviewer asks 
about reimbursement. 

Respondents seemed to have trouble answering these questions. We found many responses 
where the respondent said that the car's value was the same when stolen and when recovered, 
yet the insurance company paid restitution. Our assumption was that the respondent 
subtracted the restitution from the recovered loss, so we set loss equal to insurance payment 
whenever insurance restitution was greater than or equal to the reported loss. This solution is 
imperfect, because insurance payments are grossly understated in the NCVS. When 
compared with the average payment for car theft,reported by the Highway Loss Data 
Institute, respondents to the NCVS report only one-tenth of the average insurance 
reimbursement. 

This raises the question of whether the NCVS is a reliable source for automobile theft 
statistics. To answer that question, Figure 4 shows the annual number of car thefts from 
households according to the NCVS and the annual number according to the FBI. 

We would not expect the two sources to agree perfectly. The NCVS is a survey, so it has 
some sampling error, while the FBI source is an enumeration. Also, according to the NCVS, 
only 93 percent of car theft victims report their loss to the police, so we would expect the 
NCVS to show more thefts than appear in the FBI data. In fact, the FBI data tend to show 
more thefts, but that difference is explainable. The NCVS does not report car theft from 
business and govemment, which would cause the FBI source to record more thefts. At any 
rate, Figure 4 shows the NHVS and FBI to be in substantive agreement after these differences 
between the data are taken into account. 

During 1994, households reported almost 1.2 million car thefts (see Table 4). This was more 
than the 0.9 million in 1981, but fewer than the reported car thefts at the tu rn  of the decade. 
The total value of cars stolen in 1994 was almost $7 billion, or over $6,000 per car. Roughly 
70 percent of the value of stolen cars was recovered (57 percent of the cars were recovered), 
so the net theft loss was about $3 billion, or nearly $3,000 per car. 

The information in Table 4 was compiled from three different versions of the NCVS. 
Although each version has methodological differences, they do not overly affect motor 
vehicle theft data. The main incompatibility between the data sets is revealed by the absence 
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Table 4 

National Criminal Victimization Survey Data for Auto Theft 
1981 -1 994 

Total Incidents 
1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1908 

904,106 958,066 818,211 841,692 835,515 897,739 995,669 1 ,‘101,02 1 

Total Value of Property Taken $2,870,523.247 $3,275,850,082 $3,265,847,991 $4,038,650,338 $4,355,148,576 $4,389,901,653 $5,373,503,074 $6,325,344,836 

Average Loss per Incident $3,348 $3,585 $4,230 $5,272 $5,637 $5,304 $5,582 $6,077 

695,222 Total Recoveries (Whole or Part) 586,481 592464 528,867 569,936 559,174 4 19,752 

Total Monetary Amount Recovered $1,44 1,333,734 $1,642,588,211 $1,710,995,255 $1,927,660,989 $2,405,052354 $2,426,103,820 $3,603,807,522 $4,468,277,927 
(Whole or Part) 

620,208 

Average Monetary Amounl Recovered 
(Whole or Part) 

$1,689 $1,806 $2,241 $2,503 $3,188 $3,019 $3,943 $4,176 

Percent Recovered (Whole or Part) 65% 62% 65% 68% 67% 47% 62% 63% 

Percent of Thefts Recovered (Whole or Pad) 50% 50% 52% 48% 55% 55% 67% 71% 

Ne1 Theft Loss $1,716,189,202 $2,007,670,864 $1,862,795,999 $2,543,465,320 $2,628,509,947 $2,393,241,679 $1,769,695,552 $1,857,066,909 

Average Theft Loss $1,659 $1,779 $1,989 $2,769 $2,449 $2,285 $1,639 $1,901 

Number of Thefts Reported to Insurance NIA NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A 578,268 637,472 

Number of Thefts Reported to Insurance 
Recovered N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA NIA 403,038 460,690 

CPI Adjusted Average Loss (1994 Dollars) $2,324 $2.407 $2,631 $3,514 $3,031 $2,968 $2,067 $2,321 



Table 4 

National Criminal Victimization Survey Data for Auto Theft 
1981 -1 994 

Total Incidents 
1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 

1,209,959 1,239,467 1,393,864 1,203,242 1,296,812 1,179.147 

Total Value of Property Taken $7,186,844,161 $7,932,569,723 $8,074,861,984 $7,211,294,402 $7,460,569,997 $6,778,002,059 

Average Loss per Incident $6,296 . $6,725 $6.1 03 $6,399 $6.079 $6,247 

Total Recoveries (Whole or Part) 654,657 753,475 838,934 872,140 849,189 827,451 

Toral Monelary Amount Aecovered $4,337,414,532 $6,169,130,050 $5,888,317,702 $4,378,127,757 $3,989,945,911 $3,876,150,676 
(Whole or Part) 

Average Monetary Amounl Recovered $3,696 $5,115 $4,318 $3,849 $3,203 $3,501 
(Whole or Part) 

Percent Recovered (Whole or Part) 54% 61% 60% 72% 65% 70% 

Percent of Thefts Recovered (Whole or Part) 60% 78% 73% 61 % 53% 57% 

Net Thefl Loss 

Average Theft Loss 

Number ol Thefts Reported to Insurance 

Number of Thefts Reported to Insurance 
Recovered 

CPI Adjusted Average Loss (1994 Dollars) 

$2,849,429,629 $1,763,439,673 $2.106.544,282 $2,033,166,645 $3,470,624,086 $2,901,851,383 

$2,600 $1,610 $1,785 $2,550 $2,876 $2,746 

659,813 686,688 782,413 849,138 697,776 733,652 

430,968 565,899 578,555 481,561 466,620 444,022 

$3,027 $1,781 $1,923 $2,690 $2,965 $2,746 



of data listed in the table concerning insurance reporting by theft victims. The 1979 through 
1986 data set did not ask sufficiently similar questions as to be comparable with the other two 
more recent data sets. 

In compiling these data, a motor vehicle theft incident included an incidence of car theft, 
other motor vehicle theft, or motor vehicle parts theft. Similarly, all monetary amounts listed 
(both aggregate and average) are for all three types of motor vehicle theft. Except for the last 
line of the table (CPI Adjusted Average Loss), dollar figures have not been adjusted for 
inflation. 

The benefit from preventing an automobile theft is, roughly, the dollar cost incurred by the 
victim when his or her car is stolen. We say roughly because there are additional costs 
stemming from the psychic costs of being a victim, the time associated with reporting the loss 
to police and insurance companies, and the inconvenience-at least temporarily-of being 
without a car. These are real, nontrivial costs, but they are not considered here. 

Even discounting these nonpecuniary costs, estimating the benefit from preventing an 
automobile theft is not as straightforward as determining the dollar costs of the average car 
theft. The average loss from a car theft is based on those cars that were taken for joyriding, 
and were recovered with little or no  loss, and those cars that were taken by professional 
thieves, and were either not recovered or were recovered with large losses. Because parts 
marking is expected to reduce thefts by professional thieves, and have little effect on the theft 
rate for joyriding, using the average loss from a car theft to evaluate the benefits from parts 
marking would surely understate the benefits of marking automobile parts. 

Although the data do not differentiate between joyriding and professional theft, they do tell 
us that between 1987 and 1992 the average loss from an automobile theft was about $2,700. 
Many stolen cars are returned without being damaged, so the victim incurs no financial loss 
(as measured here). But cars stolen by professionals are unlikely to be returned without some 
damage, so the $2,700 is too low of an estimate for cars stolen for chop shop operations. 
When the estimate is based on dollar loss when there is some dollar loss, the average jumps 
to $4,400. 

There is some confirmation for these loss estimates. The Insurance News N e t ~ o r k , ~  
reporting statistics collected by the Highway Loss Data Institute, says that the average claim 
paid by insurance companies between 1992 and 1994 was $4,081. Of course, owners 
typically pay a deductible, so the dollar loss was probably closer to $4,400 per claim based on 
the NCVS data. 

7 Insurance New Network, downloaded from the Internet, April 27, 1997: 
WWW.INSURE.COM/AUTO/THEFTS/INDEX.HTML. 
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A figure of $4,400 probably understates the loss attributed to professional thieves, because 
joyriders may damage cars and petty thieves may take radios and other equipment. When the 
average is based on an assumed threshold of a $500 for a professional theft, then the average 
loss is $5,200. When the threshold is $l,OOO, the average loss is close to $6,000, and when 
the threshold is $2,000, the average loss is close to $8,000. For our purposes, the analysis 
adopts an assumption that the benefit from reducing a theft by a professional thief is $6,000. 
Assuming that the average benefit from preventing a theft by a professional thief is $6,000 is 
somewhat conservative, especially given that nonmonetary costs should be taken into 
account. Never-the less, as seen in the next section, a conservative estimate is adequate for 
our purposes. 

Step 3: Cost of Parts Marking 

According to the National Highway Traffic and Safety Administration, the cost of parts 
marking is trivial-about $5.00 per car (DOT, 199 1).  Additionally, cars do not have to be 
marked every year. If the average car is in use for ten years, then the cost per year is only 50 
cents per car. Thus, the yearly cost of marking 100,000 cars is $50,000. 

The cost of parts marking does not include the additional cost to law enforcement of training 
and equipping personnel. Given that parts marking assists law enforcement personnel in their 
investigations, the marginal cost of parts marking to law enforcement may be negative. At 
any rate, additional costs to law enforcement personnel are not taken into account in this 
study. 

Step 4: Conclusions 

Step one provided estimates of the reduction in automobile theft attributed to parts marking 
and anti-theft devices. Step two gave estimates of the cost of automobile theft to society. 
Step three reported estimates of the cost of marking parts. This f inal  section ties the first 
three sections together to assess whether parts marking is cost effective, and whether anti- 
theft devices are a suitable substitute for parts marking. 

This integration of the three sections cannot provide a definitive answer because the estimates 
themselves are imprecise. The intent in this section is to assemble the best available 
evidence, and let the reader decide ultimately whether that evidence is sufficient to conclude 
that parts marking should or should not be extended. 

The argument is advanced by specifying a shorthand designation for three kinds of cars. The 
1984 Act require NHTSA to identify cars (about one-third of all cars) that had the highest 
theft rates. We call these HTR cars, or high theft-rare cars. HTR cars were designated for 
parts marking or anti-theft exemptions as of 1987. Estimates of the effectiveness of parts 
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marking presented in step one applies strictly to HTR cars, because they were the only cars 
that had parts marking between 1987 and 1995. The 1992 Act stipulates that NHTSA 
identify cars (again, about one-third of all cars) that had average theft rates-that is, theft 
rates that were lower than those for HTR cars but higher than those for cars with below 
average theft rates. We designate these as ATR cars, or average hefi  rare cars. The 1992 
Act also stipulates that the U.S. Attorney General shall recommend whether or not parts 
marking should be extended to the remaining cars, which we shall designate as LTR cars, for 
Zow thefr-rate cars. Direct evidence about the effectiveness of parts marking to ATR and 
LTR cars is practicably unavailable (ATR cars were marked as of 1995), but indirect 
evidence can be inferred from findings regarding the effectiveness of parts marking and anti- 
theft devices for HTR cars. 

Has parts marking been effective for HTR cars? The best estimates from step one suggest 
that parts marking has reduced automobile theft by 33 to 165 cars per 100,000 cars that are 
marked. The cost to the consumer of marking these cars is about $5 per car. Assuming that a 
car is in use for an average of ten years, marking 100,OOO cars costs about $50,000 per year. 
In step two, we argued that each of these stolen cars costs its owner (or his or her insurance 
company) about $6,000. Using the $6,000 figure, and assuming the estimate of 33 fewer 
stolen cars per 100,000 marked cars, the benefit from marking HTR cars has been almost $2 
million per 100,OOO cars while the cost has been about $50,000 per 100,ooO cars. Parts 
marking appears to have been cost effective for HTR cars. 

We are uncertain about each of the estimates used above. Note, however, that parts marking 
of HTR cars would have been cost beneficial even if victim loss was $2,700, the average 
victim loss from a stolen car, which would seem to underestimate victim losses for cars 
stolen by professional thieves. That is, the $2,700 estimate is the average for car thefts for 
cars stolen by joyriders and by professional thieves combined. It is almost certainly too low 
as an estimate of the loss from cars stolen by professional thieves, because with exceptions, 
cars stolen by professionals are either never retumed or retumed with major parts missing. 

Even the estimate of 33 fewer thefts per 100,000 registered cars may be too high of an 
estimate, and we can ask: How few car thefts must be deterred to make parts marking cost 
effective. Given that parts marking costs about $50,000 per 100,000 marked cars, and 
assuming that a stolen car costs its victim (or the insurance company) $6,000, then the parts 
marking is cost effective if as few as 8.33 car thefts are prevented per 100,OOO marked cars. 
The $6,000 figure seems very conservative given that high theft rates cars tend to be more 
expensive the typical cars. At $S,OOO per car, the critical value would'be 6.25 cars per 
100,000 marked; at $10,000 per car, the critical value would be 5 fewer thefts per 100,000 
marked cars. 
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If the marking of HTR cars has been cost effective, what can be said about the cost 
effectiveness of marlung ATR and LTR cars? W e  cannot observe how car marking has 
affected the theft of ATR cars, so we must reason by analogy. Adopting the $6,000 figure for 
the cost of a ATR or LTR car, we know that parts marking must deter 8.33 cars per 100,OOO 
that are marked for parts marking to be cost effective. This figure would be achieved if parts 
marking were to be only 25 percent as effective with ATR and LTR cars as i t  is with HTR 
cars. This seems entirely plausible. Another way to look at this problem is to note that about 
450 ATR/LTR cars are stolen each year per 100,OOO registration. Reducing the theft rate by 7 
percent would make parts marking cost effective. This may not seem like an unreasonable 
achievement, and the figure would be less than 7 percent if  stolen cars were valued at more 
than $6,000. 

The Department of Justice also asked Abt Associates to evaluate whether anti-theft devices 
are a suitable substitute for parts marking. Although the analysis showed that anti-theft 
devices can reduce automobile thefts, the effectiveness of anti-theft devices is almost surely 
understated in the analysis reported earlier. Even if this were not true, the analysis does not 
provide a sound basis for saying whether anti-theft devices are good substitutes for parts 
marking. 

The problem is that parts marking and anti-theft devices serve different purposes. Parts 
marking is a tool for law enforcement. By allowing police to identify stolen parts, it allows 
them to make stronger cases against those criminals who deal in stolen cars and their parts, 
and i t  allows prosecutors to secure more and better convictions. Improved law enforcement 
can work by deterring criminals from trafficking in stolen parts, and by dismantling the 
organizations of criminals who persist. Anti-theft devices are different. They increase the 
difficulty of stealing a car in the first place, and in that regard, they probably reduce thefts for 
joyriding (which shouId be unaffected by parts marking) in addition to thefts for profit. In 
this regard, it is difficult to see why anti-theft devices should be considered as a substitute for 
parts marking, and thus, why anti-theft devices marking waivers should be granted for 
manufacturers who install anti-theft devices as standard equipment. 

Possibly, anti-theft devices could reduce the automobile theft rate to a level that was so low 
that parts marking would cease to be cost effective. To test this, we would need to have time- 
series cross-sectional data that identify cars that have their parts marked but not anti-theft 
devices, cars that have anti-theft devices but not parts marking, cars that have both, and cars 
that have neither. With such data, we could infer the extent to which anti-theft devices are a 
substitute for parts marking. Suitable data for this analysis are not available. 
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management and recreation use 
restrictions are needed to prevent 
conflicts between users and 
unaccaptable impads on resource 
values. while continuing to provide a 
variety of recreational opporhdties. 
Notice of these regulations will be 

posted on-the-ground at the entrance to 
the Black Ridge Road network, at the 
beginning of the cherry s t e m  road to 
the d e s ,  at the Rattlesnake Arches, 
Devils Canyon and Pollock Bench 
Trailheads, at the Loma Boat bunch, at 
the main staging anx in Rabbit Valley, 
and at the Grand Junction Resource 
Areaoffia?. . 

Persons who may be exempted from 
the restrictions include: (a) Any federal, 
state, or local officers engaged in fire, 
emergency and law enforcement 
activities: (b) BLh4 employees engaged 
on official duties: ( c) other persons 
authorized to operate motorized 
vehicles within the restricted areas. 
PENALTIES: Violations of th is  restriction 
order are punishable by fines not to 
exceed $IOO,OOO and/or imprisonment 
not to exceed 12 months. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION "TACT: 
Catherine Robertson, Area Manager, 
Grand Junction Resource Area, 2815 H 
Road Grand Junction, Colorado 81506; 
(303) 244-3000. Mark Morse. District 
Manager, Grand Junction District, 2815 
H Road, Grand Junction, Colorado 
81506; (970) 244-3000. 
Rich Arcand, 
Cmnd Junction Acting District Manager. 

MUHO CODE UIoJkp 

Doc 98-24439 Filed 9-113-98; 8:45 am) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE lNTERlOR 

Bureau of Land Management 
@o-e57-143(Mo] 

Idaho: Filing of Plats of Survey; Idaho 

The plat of the following described 
Iand was officially filed in the Idaho 
State Office, Bureau of Land 
Management, Boise, Idaho, effective 
9:00 a.m., August 31. 1998. 

resurvey of portions of the south and 
east boundaries and portions of the 
subdivisional lines, and the subdivision 
of sections 25,26,35. and 36, the survey 
of certain lots, and certain metes-and- 
bounds surveys in T. 4 S., R 19 E., 
Boise Meridian, Idaho, Group 985. was 
accepted August 31.1998. This survey 
was executed to meet certain 
administrative needs of the Bureau of 
Land Management. 
All inquiries concerning the surveys 

of the above described land must be sent 

The plat representing the dependent 

to the Chief, Cadastral Survey, Idaho 
State Offik. Bureau of Land 
Management, 1387 South V i e 1 1  Way, 
Boise, Idaho, 83709-1657. 

Dated: August 31,1998. 
Duane E. olsen, 
Chief Cadastral Surveyor for Idaho. 
[FR DOC 98-24429 Filed 9-1W98; 8:45 am] 
B K u N O c O D E U l ~  

DEPARTMEECT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 

@D-en-115o-oo] 

Idaho: f lllng of Plats of Survey; Idaho 
The plats of the following described 

land was officially filed in the Idaho 
State Office, Bureau of Land 
Management, Boise, Idaho, effective 
9:00 a.m., Au&t 31. 1998. The plat 
representing the dependent resurvey of 
a portion of the subdivisional lines, and 
the subdivision of section 4. and the 
survey of lots 8 and 12 in section 4 and 
lot 5 in section 5. T. 17 N.. R. 24 E., 
Boise Meridian. Idaho, Group 988, was 
accepted August 31,1998. This survey 
was executed to meet certain 
administrative needs of the bureau of 
Land Management. The plat 
representing the dependent resurvey of 
portions of the Fourth Standard Parallel 
North, the south boundary of the Lemhi 
Indian Reservation, and subdivisioned 
lines, and the subdivision of certain 
d o n s ,  T. I8 N.. R 24 E, Boise 
Meridian, Idaho, Group 988. was 
accepted August 31.1998. This survey 
was execut6d to meet certain 
edministrative needs of the Bureau of 
Land Management. All inquiries 
concerning the survey of the above 
described land must be sent to the 
Chief, Cadastral Survey, Idaho State 
Office, Bureau of Land Management, 
1387 South Vinnell Way, Boise, Idaho, 
83709-1657. 

Duane E. Olsen, 
Chief Codastml Surveyor for Idaho. 
[FR Doc. 98-24430 Filed 9-10-98; 8:45 am] 
BJLlJNQ CODE Ul0oG-M 

Dated: August 31.1998. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 

@D-e57-ia3&00] 

Idaho: Filing of Plats of Survey; Idaho 

The field notes of the following 
described land- were officially filed in 
the Idaho State Office, Bureau of Land 

Management, Boise, Idaho, effective 
~ : O O  a.m., September 4.1998. 

The field notes representing the 
remonumentation of certain original 

'corners in Tps. 18 and 19 N.. R 22 E., 
Boise Meridian. Idaho, Group 1000, 
wen? accepted September 4,1998. This 
remonumentation was executed to meet 
certain administrative needs of the 
Bureau of Land Management. 

The field notes representing the 
remonumentation of certain original 
comers in T. 24 N., R 3 E., Boise 
Meridian, Idaho. Group 1000, were 
accepted September 4,1998. This 
remonumentation was executed to meet 
certain administrative needs of the 
Bureau of Land Management. 

the above described land must be sent 
to the Chief, Cadastral Survey, Idaho 
State Office, Bureau of Land 
Management, 1387 South Vinnell Way, 
Boise, Idaho, 83709-1657. 

Dated: September 4.1998. 
Duane E. Olsen, 
Chief Cadastml Surveyor for Idaho. 
[FR Doc. 98-24438 Filed 9-10-98; 8:45 am] 

All inquiries concerning the survey of 

BILUNG COOE Ul0-GG-M 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Auto Theft and Recovery; Request for 
Comments 
AGENCY: Department of Justice. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: The Anti Car Theft Act of 
1992 ("ACTA"), as amended, requires 
the Secretary of the Department of 
Transportation to expand the scope of 
its existing automobile parts marketing 
program to include certain unmarked 
passenger motor vehicles-unless the 
Attorney General finds that such a 
program would not substantially inhibit 
chop shop operations and motor vehicle 
theits. In accordance with the 
requirement of section 306 of ACTA. the 
Attorney General is required to make 
this finding based, in part, on 
information developed after notice and 
an opportunity for a public hearing. 
Therefore, the United States Department 
of Justice is publishing this notice 
seeking public comment on the issue of 
whether or not parts marking 
substantially inhibits chop shop . 
operations and motor vehicle thefts. - -  
DATES: AH comments must be received 
no later than November 10,1998. 
ADDRESSES: All comments should be 
submitted to Thomas Eldridge, U.S: 
Department of Justice, Room 2213,950 
Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., 
Washington, Dc 20530. 
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Thomas Eldridge, U.S. Department of 
Justice, Room 2213. Washington D.C. 
20530 (202) 3074966. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORWTION: The Motor 
Vehide Theft Law Enforcement Act of 
1984 (the "1984'Act") required the 
Secretary of the Department of 
Transportation ["DOT") to issue a rule 
requiring the marking of certain major 

implemented the 1984 Act 
by issuing the Federal Motor Vehicle 
Theft Prevention Standard. as codified 
at 49 CFR Part 541. 

The purpose of the Federal Motor 
Vehicle Theft Prevention Standard was 
to reduce the incidence of motor vehicle 

. 

arts of high-theft passenger automobile 
. Les. 

submitted to the Secretary of DOT 
additional costs, effectiveness, 
competition, and available alternative 
factors concerning the expansion of the 
Federal Motor Vehicle Theft Prevention 
Standard. The De artment of Justice 

Department and DOT. as well as any 
comments solicited by this notice, in 
reaching its finding. The Department of 
Justice also will consider comments 
previously submitted to DOT in 
response to a June 26.1997 Federal 
Register Notice (62 FR 34494) 
requesting comments on a DOT 
preliminary report entitled "Auto TheA 
and Recovery; Preliminary Report on 
the Effects of the Anti Car Theft Act of 

will consider stu i 'es conducted by the 

theft by facilitating the tracing and 
recovery of parts fium stolen vehicles. 
The standard seeks to facilitate such 
tracing by requiring that vehicle 
identification numbers ("VINs'*). VIN 
derivative numbers, or other symbols be 
placed on major motor vehicle parts At 
this time, each vehicle in a high-theft 
line must have its major parts and major 
replacement parts marked unless the ' 

line is exempted from parts marking 
pursuant to 49 CFR part 543. 

("ACTA") expanded the coverage of the 
Federal Motor Vehicle Theft Prevention 
Standard to include high theft lines of 

os8 passenger vehicles or light ?$:L% rated less than 6.000 pounds 
gross vehicle weight. ACTA also 
required DOT to prescribe a vehicle 
theft standard to cover not more than 50 
percent of assenger motor vehicles 
(except li& duty trucks) not designated 
as high theft lines. DOT was required to 
prescribe such conforming vehicle theft 
standards by October 25,1994. In 
addition, ACTA required the Secretary 
of DOT to apply the Federal Motor 
Vehicle Theft Prevention Standard to all 
remaining lines of passenger motor 
vehicles (except light duty trucks) 
within three years after prescribing the 

. vehicle theft standard-unless the 
Attorney General found that applying 
the standard would not substantially 
inhibit chop shop operations and motor 
vehicle thefts. 
The Attorney General is required to 

make this finding based, in part, on 
information developed after notice and 
an opportunity for a public hearing. 
Therefore, the Department of Justice 
now seeks public comment on whether 
or not applying the Federal Motor 
Vehicle Theft Prevention Standard to 
the remaining lines of passenger motor 
vehicles (except light duty trucks) 
substantially inhibits chop shop 
operations and motor vehicle thefts. 

to consider and include in a record 

The Anti Car theft Act of 1992 

- 

The Attorney General also is required 

1992 and the Motor Vehicle '&eft Law 
Enforcement Act of 1984." Parties who 
submitted comments to DOT in 
response to that request do not need to 
submit similar comments to the 

ent of Justice. 
order to develop the required 

information for its finding. the 
Department of Justice awarded a grant, 
through a competitive process, to a 
contractor to evaluate the impact of the 
auto parts marking regulations on 
automobile thefts. As part of this grant, 
the contractor surveyed auto theft 
investigators from local and state law 
enforcement agencies. This survey, 
titled "Opinions of 47 Auto Theft 
Investigators Regarding Automobile 
Component Parts Anti-Theft Labels;* 
was prepared and submitted to the 
Department of Justice for consideration 
on December 30.1996. The following 
outlines the findings contained in the 

"Y;%%e survey was administered by 
telephone to a sample of investigators 
from 47 jurisdictions. including 31 of 
the 32 largest cities in the c0unb-y (plus 
Miami). six smaller jurisdictions, and 
nine state agencies. 

(2) Nearly threequarters of the 40 big 
city and state auto theft investigators 
contacted reported that anti-theft labels 
are useful in helping to identify and 
arrest chop shop owners and 
individuals who steal or traffic in stolen 
vehicles and parts. 
(3) Nearly two-thirds of investigators 

reported that labels also aid in the 
successful prosecution of chop shop 
operators and other automobile and 
parts thieves. 

(4) Investigators reported that the 
most serious obstacle to making more 
effective use of the labels is that they are 
easily removed and, once removed, it is 
impossible to prove that the parts are 
stolen because the owner cannot be 
traced. 

(5) Investigators were about evenly 
divided regarding whether anti-theft 

labels deter professionals or amatem 
from stealing or stripping cars. 
(6) All but one investigator felt that 

parts marking legislation should be 
extended to all automobile lines and to 
all types of noncommercial vehicles, 
es ecially pickup trucks. p7) bvestigators suggested that parts 
marking might be more effective i E  (i) 
auto theft investigators and patrol 
officers were trained more 
systematically and frequently in how to 
investigate label removal and tampering: 
(ii) legislation in every state made ~ 

tampering with or removing labels a 
felony; and (iii) manufacturers were 
required to stamp VINs on the 
component parts rather than using 
remevable labels. 

(8) Respondents also " m e n d & -  
providing investigators access to 
ultraviolet lights with which to detect 
counterfeit labels or the "footprints" 
that most anti-theft labels are designed 
to leave if removed. 

The Department of Justice plans to 
consider this survey prior to making and 
providing its required finding to DOT. 
Persons interested in obtaining a copy of 
the survey should call the National 
Criminal Justice Reference Service at 1- 
(800) 851-3420 and request Document 
No. NCJ 171693. 

Pursuant to the grant awarded by the 
Department of Justice, the contractor 
also is preparing a report based on a 
cross-sectional time series analysis of 
national auto theft data, including FBI 
reported automobile thefts, R J. Polk, 
Inc's data on car registrations, 
supplemented by Census statistics, FBI 
Uniform Crime Reports, and the 
National Household Victimization 
Survey. This report currently is being 
revised to incorporate new Information 
provided by DOT and should be 
completed no later than the end of 1998. 
The Department of Justice plans to 
consider this report prior to making and 
providing its required Ending to DOT. 

In addition to the report being 
prepared on behalf of the Department of 
Justice, DOT also conducted studies 
addressing the effectiveness of parts 
marking which d e  Department of 
Justice will consider as part of the 
record for its findings. In 1991, the 
National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration presented a report to 
Congress assessing the auto theft - 
problem in the United States and 
evaluating parts marking. Although 
evidence of the effectiveness of parts 
marking could not be obtained through 
statistical analysis of theft and recovery 
rates at that time, DOT nevertheless 
found wide support in 1991 for parts 
marking in the law enforcement 
community. Investigators believed that 
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‘ S G d e d  them with a 

fiending, and prosecuting thieves. 
I considering the analyses, surveys 

,e tool for detecting, 

.i public comments obtdned during 
ie preparation of the 1991 re ort, DOT 
“ m e n d e d  that the FededMotor 

Yvehicle Theft Prevention Standard be 
continued with minor changes. 

In addition, on June 26,1997. DOT 
sought information concerning the 
Federal Motor Vehicle Theft Prevention 
Standard in a Federal Register Notice 
(62 FR 34494) requesting comments on 
a DOT preliminary report entitled “Auto 
Theft &d Recove& Fhliminary Report 
on the Effects of the Anti Car Theft Act 
of 1992 and the Motor Vehicle Theft 
Law Enforcement Act of 1984.” Persons 
interested in obtaining a copy of this 
report should contact the Docket 
Section. Room 5111, NASSIF Building, 
400 Seventh Street. SW. Washington, 
DC 20590, and refer to Docket Number 
97-042; Notice 1. 

According to DOT’S June 26,1997 
notice, analyses of the effectiveness of 
parts marking in “high theft” passenger 
car lines suggested that parts marking 
has benefits in reducing theft rates, and 
at times in increasing recovery rates. 
DOT stated that these benefits seem to 
exceed the cost of parts marking. DOT 
also found that the greatest impact of 
parts marking appears to occur with 
chop shops and “professional” auto 
thieves. While more vehicles stolen for 
export are being recovered according to 
DOT, the number recovered was too 
small to say that parts marking has 
helped reduce thefts for export or 
recovery of these vehicles. (62 FR 
34496). 

Given that parts marking appears to 
be effective in currently marked 
passenger car lines, DOT believed that 
there was no reason to doubt that it also 
could have benefits for other passenger 
vehicles. DOT further stated that it 
appears that parts marking and other 

mivisions of the 1984 Act and ACTA E ave given the law enforcement 
community tools they can use to deter 
thefts. trace stolen vehicles and parts, 
and apprehend and convict thieves. (62 
FR34496-97). . 

The Department of Justice plans to 
utilize these reports and studies, as well 
as any comments solicited by this notice 
or the DOT notice, 4s the record for the 
finding it will make to the Secretary of 
DOT pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 33103(c). 
Comments Sought 

The Department of Justice seeks 
public comment on whether or not 
applying d e  Federal Motor Vehicle 
Theft Prevention Standard to the 
remaining lines of passenger motor 

vehicles (except light duty trucks) 
substantially inhibits chop shop 
operations and motor vehicle thefts. In 
this regard. the Department of Justice 
also seeks comments concerning 
additional costs, effectiveness, 
competition, and available alternative 
faktors associated with the expansion of 
the Federal Motor Vehicle Theft 
Prevention Standard to the remaining 
lines of passenger motor vehicles 
(except light duty trucks). 
All comments received before the 

close of business on the comment 
closing date will be considered. To the 
extent possible, comments filed after the 
closing date also will be considered. 

. 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 33103. 
Dated: August 25, 1998. 

James K. Robinson, 
Assistant Attorney Ceneml. 
[FR Doc. 98-24434 Filed 9-10-98; 8:45 am] 
BlLuNo COO€ 4410-144 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Notice of Lodging of Consent Decree 
Pursuant to the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response 
Compensation and Llability Act 

In accordance with Departmental 
policy, 28 CFX S 50.7. and Section 122 
of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 9622. notice is 
hereby given that on July 31.1998, a 
proposed Consent Decree in United 
States v. Crestwood Development et al., 
Civ. Action No. 98-73313 was lodged 
with the United States District Court for 
the Eastern District of Michigan. This 
Consent Decree represents a settlement 
of claims of the United States against: 
(1) Crestwood Development Company, 
(2) Ford Motor Company: (3) Indian 
Head Industries, Inc. (f.k.a Detroit 
Gasket & Manufacturing Company); (4) 
John Denski; (5) Minnesota Mining & 
Manufacturing Company; (6) Purolator 
Products Company; (7) Stanley Denski; 
(8) Tl3G Services, Inc.; (9) TPI 
Petroleum, Inc. (f.k.a. J. Austin Oil); (10) 
Woolf Aircraft Products; (11) Charter 
Township of Canton; (12) City of Allen 
Park (13) City of Garden City: (14) City 
of Inkster; (15) City of Livonia; (16) City 
of Plymouth; (17) City of Romulus: (18) 
City of Wayne; (19) City of Westland; 
and-(ZO) County of Wayne (collectively 
“Settling Defendants”), for 
reimbursement of response costs in 
connection with the Nankin Township 
Superfund Site (“Site”) pursuan’t to the 
Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and Liability 
Act, 42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq. 

States, Settling Defendants, will pay 
$1,573,551.76, plus interest, in 

Under this settlement with the United 

reimbursement of response costs 
incurred by the United States at the Site. 
In addition, Performing Settling 
Defendants (Minnesota Mining and 
Manufacturing Company, the County of 
Wayne and Crestwood Development) 
will submit a Remedial Action Plan 
r‘RAP’’) to the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Quality (“MDEQ”) by 
February 1.1999. Upon approval of the 
RAP by MDEQ the Performing Settling 
Defendants will implement the work 
outlined in the RAP by the dates 
specified in the RAP. 

The Department of Justice will receive 
for a period of thirty (30) days from the 
date of this publication comments 
relating to the proposed Consent Decree. 
Comments should be addressed to the 
Assistant Attorney General of the 
Environmental and Natural Resources 
Division, Department of Justice, 
Washington. D.C. 20530, and should 
refer to United States V. Crestwood 
Development, et d., D.J. Ref. 90-11-2- 
1291. 
The proposed Consent Decree may be 

examined at the Office of the United 
States Attorney, Eastern District of 
Michigan, Southern Division, 211 West 
Fort Street. Suite 2300. Detroit, h4I 
48226, at the Region 5 Office of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, 77 
West Jackson Street, Chicago, Illinois 
60604-3590. and at the Consent Decree 
Library, 1120 G Street, N.W., 4th Floor, 
Washington, D.C. 20005. (202) 624- 
0892. A copy of the proposed Consent 
Decree may be obtained in person or by 
mail from the Consent Decree Library. 
1120 G Street, N.W., 4th Floor, 
Washington, D.C. 20005. In requesting a 
copy of the Consent Decree, please 
enclose a check payable to the Consent 
Decree Library in the amount of $9 (25 
cents p e r  page reproduction cost) for a 
copy of the Consent Decree. 
Joel Gross, 
chief. Environmental Enforcement Section, 
Envhnmeni and Natuml Resources Division. 
[FR Doc. 98-24447 Filed 9-10-98; 8:45 am] 
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Notice of Lodging of Consent Decree 
Pursuant to the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liabillty Act and -- 
the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act 

In accordance with Departmental 
policy, 28 CFR 50.7, notice is hereby 
given that a proposed Consent Decree in 
United States v. Joel G. Freeman. et aJ., 
Case No. 96 Civ. 2354 (CLB), was lodged 
on August 31,1998, in the United States 



US. Oepanment 
of Transportation 
Ndonol Highway 
Traff?c sofefy 
Admlnlstralion 

U.S. Department of Justice 
05ce of Legislative ARairs 
950 Pennsylvania Ave. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

460 Sevemh St., S.W. 
Washington. D.C. 20590 

_ c  

January 21, 1998 

Attention: Adnen Sdas 

Subject: Comments on the Abt Associates report of June 9, 1997 “An Evaluation of the 
Effectiveness of Autamobile Pans Marking on Preventing Theft” 

Dear Mr. Silas: 

Dr. Charles Kahane and I have reviewed and compared the Abt Associate evaluation repon with 
our Report to Congress on the Anti Car Theft Act of 1992. The primary and large difference 
between our findings and the Abt Associate report is the huge reduction in the theft rate which 
Abt Associates allegedly anributes to parts marking. Abt Assdates mentions that there is a 
regression to the mean influence on the theft rate reduction but they never attempt to quanti@ and 
correct for it. Abt Associates 6nds that parts marking reduced theft rates by SO percent to 70 
percent. They say pans marking resulted in 250 to 350 fewer thefts per 100,000 vehicles and 
later go on the say that the theft rate on average was 506 thefts per 100,000 registered vehicles. 
Abt Associates does comment that this reduction is truly remarkable and that it exceeds rhe 
estimated percent of vehicles stolen by professionals for profit. .What is that saying about “ifthe 
deal seems to good to be true it probably isn’t”? 

Our repon to Congress does take into account the effect of regression to the mean. Because this 
& i t  is so large it accounted for most of the theft rate reduction, except for a small amount that 
approached two percent. Even a that the various estimates we made had enough variation that 
w c  did not feel we could put an exact quantitative estimate on the amount of theft rate reduction 
attributable to pans marking Newenheless, we did feel that pans marking at least reduced theft 
r a m  by two pqcent which was sufficiently large for parts marking to be cost effective. 

The public comments to our preliminary repon published in June, 1997 revealed an error in the 
year that vehicles were equipped with antitheft devices for which exemptions from pms marking 
were granted. Many of these vehicles were equipped with these devices the year before they were 
granted the exemptions We mistakenly used the year of the exemption in our preliminary repon. 
Our draft final report. (including the draft we provided the Justice Department), includes the 

I 



. -  

mrrected data and corrected analyses. The result i s  that we found antitheft devices effective and 
one type very effective. The Abf Associate discussion on antithefk devices in their report suggens 
that their report was based on the earlier incorrect data we supplied your agency. I fwe have not 
supplied your agency with the corrected data, let us know and we will send you corrected data. - 
The discussion in the Abt Associates repon on the casts of auto theft appears comprehensive and 
corroborates information we had gathered. It should become apparent to Congress that there arc 
large cost consequences of auto theft when compared to  the low cost of pms marking or other 
meam of theft prevention - even antitheft devices cost a fiaction of what a stolen vehicle is worth, 
The major thought here is that even though - baning a cajacldng - there is no human physical 
danger of harm because of auto theft, the cost of a stolen vehicle is sufficiently high that there is 
mental stress caused to the victim. Also, stolen vehicles and pang provide money to thieves for 
other unlawhl purposes - mainly to acquire drugs. 

We relied on the Abt Associates law enforcement survey and agreed with and used much of what 
was found. We agree that more [raining and ttcbnical assistance for state and local investigators 
is needed and think that some of the grant monies that your agency has for law enforcement 
agencies could be used for these purposes. 

One find thought, considering the negative comments to our preliminary report we received on 
the beneficial finding for pans marking we estimated, those critics are going to have a fieId day 
with the overly optimistic finding in the Abt Associates report. 

Office of Regulatory Analysis and Evaluation 
Plans and Policy 
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Executive Summary 

Motor vehicle theft was a growing problem in the early and mid 1980's. In 1984, Congress 
enacted the Motor Vehicle Theft Law Enforcement Act in order to reduce the incidence of motor 
vehicle thefts and facilitate the tracing and recovery of stolen motor vehicles and parts from stolen 
vehicles. The Department of Transportation implemented the 1984 Act by issuing the Federal 
Motor Vehicle Theft Prevention Standard, which requires manufacturers of designated high theft 
passenger car lines to inscribe or affix the Vehicle Identification Number 0 onto the engine, 
the transmission, and 12 major body parts As an alternative to parts marking, manufacturers 
could choose to install antitheft devices as standard equipment gn a limited number of those lines 
The objective of parts marking i s  to allow law enforcement agencies to identi% stolen vehicles or 
parts removed from stolen vehicles - and to deter professional thieves since they will have 
difficulty in marketing stolen marked parts and are more likely to get caught if they steal cars with 

marked parts. The high-thee car lines were designated in 1985, and actual parts marking began 
with model year 1987. 

In 1991, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration ("TSA) presented a report to the 
Congress assessing the auto theft problem in the United States and, in particular, attempting to 
evaiuate parts marking. At that time, however, only two years of theft and recovery data were 
available for cars with marked parts. Evidence of the effectiveness of parts marking could not be 
obtained through statistical analysis of theft and recovery rates. Nevertheless, the Department 
found wide support in 1991 for parts marking from the law enforcement community. Investigators 
believed that pans marking provided them with a valuable tool for detecting, apprehending, and 
prosecuting thieves. After considering the analyses, surveys and public comments obtained during 
the preparation of the 1991 report, the Department recommended that the theft prevention 
standard be continued with minor changes. 

In 199 1-92, motor vehicle theft was still a large problem. Thefts had increased from 830,000 in 
1984 to 1,270,000 by 1990 In search of stronger remedies, and in response to the Department's 
recommendation and other information, Congress enacted the Anti Car Theft Act of 1992. The 
1992 Act built on the 1984 Act in several ways. Federal penalties were enhanced; a grant program 
was authorized to help law enforcement agencies concerned with auto theft, steps were taken to 
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improve motor vehicle titling, registration, and salvage; the Theft Prevention Standard was to be 
expanded to other passenger car lines and high theft multipurpose passenger vehicles and light 
trucks with gross vehicle weight ratings of 6,000 pounds or less, which became effective starting 
with the 1997 model year; rules were estabtished regarding salvage or junk vehicles; a stolen parts 
information system was to be maintained by the Attorney General; dealing in stolen marked parts 
became a Federal crime; and random customs inspections were dlowed. 

The 1992 Act requires the Department of Transportation to provide a report to the Congress 
updating the findings of the 1991 report and evaluating the effects of the 1984 and 1992 acts. As 
a first step, the Department published a Preliminary Report for public review and issued a notice 
in the Federal Register on June 26, 1997 announcing a 45 day opportunity for public “ m e n t .  
Comments received have been summarized and discussed as part of this Final Report that will be 
transmitted to the Congress. 

The goals of this report are: 

0 To update the detailed statistics on motor v e ~ c l e  theft and recovery presented in the 1991 

report. For this report, theft and recovery data were available from 1984 through 1995, and 
insurance data from 1986 through 1992. 

To revisit the evaluation of parts marking and antitheft devices, now that extensive data are 
available on the theft experience of cars with those remedies. (However, since theft data were 
available only through 1995, the effectiveness of the 1992 Act as regards expanded coverage 
in 1997 and later models cannot be analyzed at this time.) 

To evaluate other provisions of the 1992 Anti Car Thee Act and the 1984 Act, focusing on 
changes that have occurred since the 1991 report. 

The basic reasons for stealing cars have not changed since the 1991 report. Cars are stolen for 
transportation, joyriding, export, for repair parts, and to obtain expensive items such as stereo 
equipment for a quick profit. Since the last report to Congress, a new type of auto theft crime has 
emerged -- carjacking -- but the theft motives are still the same. Fundamentally, though, two 
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types of auto theft m a y  be recognized: (1) Professional thefts for profit, such as thefts to supply 
chop shops, retagging and retitling, or for illegal export. These thefts often result in a total loss to 
the original owner, but there is hope they can be deterred by remedies such as parts marking. 
They are betieved to account for at least 23 percent of all thefts, and perhaps substantially more. 
(2) Nonprofessional thefts for purposes such as joyriding or to obtain temporary transportation. 
The vehicles are mostly recovered; on the other hand, parts marking would not appear as likely to 
deter these thefts. 

- 

t 

Overall theft and recovery stat istk: As in the 1991 report, theft and recovery data come from the 
FBI’s National Crime Information Center. The data do not indicate the motives for individual 
thefts or separate the “professional” from the “nonprofessional” thefts. Analyses based on 
aggregate data cannot identify the effectiveness of each subsection of the 1984 and 1992 Acts, but 
can provide insights on the trend in thefts and recoveries. 

The principal finding of this evaluation is that the auto theft problem, which was growing during 
the mid 1980’s, leveled off or even began to decline after 1989-90. In 1995, there were 1,180,000 

motor vehicles stolen, a decline of Seven percent from the all-time peak of 1,270,000 experienced 
in both 1990 and 1992. However, the 1995 thefts are still 39 percent more than the 830,000 
experienced in 1984. The theft rate per 100,000 registered vehicles increased from $43 in 1984 to 
714 in 1990, but had dropped back to 597 by 1995. 

Passenger cars account for 7 1 percent of all motor vehicle thefts, followed by light trucks - pickup 
trucks, sport utility vehicles and vans - at 24 percent. The remaining thefts are spIit between 
heavy trucks and motorcycles. Theft rates for all four vehicle types have declined since 1990. 

Recoveries of stolen vehicles have kept pace with thefts over the years - recovery rates have 
remained stable at close to 80 percent of thefts throughout 1984-95. Passenger cars  have slightly 
higher recovery rates than light trucks. Motorcycles have substantially lower recovery rates, and 
they have gotten worse. It is estimated that the annual economic loss resulting from vehicle thefts 
- and fiom the fact that many vehicles are never recovered or only recovered in a damaged 
condition - is at least $4 billion and could be as high as $8 billion 
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Effect of K arts marking and antitheft devices: The average consumer cost of parts marking in 
1995 models was $4.92 per car. At that cost, just a 2 percent reduction in the theft rate would 
create consumer benefits exceeding the cost of parts marking. 

Theft and recovery rates for car lines that got parts marking in 1987 were compared to the rates 
for the same car lines before 1987 and to the rates for car lines that did not get either parts 
marking or antitheft devices. However, the fact that, origmally, only high-theft car lines got parts 
marking resulted in biases in the data that made it essentially impossible to reliably attribute a 
specific percentage reduction in thefts or increase in recoveries to parts marking. Still, the 
analyses provided five indications (hedged with caveats) that parts marking quite possibly had 
beneficial effects at times, apparently greater than 2 percent: 

0 There was a conspicuous shift in theft rates in model years 1986-87, coinciding with the 
introduction of parts marking. Cars with marked parts had lower theft rates than expected, 
while those with unmarked parts had higher rates than expected. The effect was as strong as 
20 percent when cars were new, but it weakened as they became older and seemed to have 
vanished by the time they were two years old. The latter is a noteworthy finding, since it is 
consistent with the view that many professional thieves subsequently learned how to obliterate 
the markings, and found them less of a deterrent. 

Recovery rates for 1987 cars with marked parts were consistently higher than for 
corresponding 1986 models, even as the cars got older. However, this favorable effect in 
mode1 year 1987 consistently deteriorated in later model years. 

In calendar year 1987, the unrecovered-theft rate of model year 1987 cars with parts marking 

was 26 percent Iower than expected. As the model year 1987 cars got older, the benefit 
diminished, but still persisted at about 6 percent. However, the latter estimate is within the 
“noise range” of possible biases in the data and it cannot be attributed to parts marking 

- without considerabIe doubt. 

1 

I Almost all car Iines had lower theft rates in their early 1990’s models than in their late 1970’s 

models. However, the long-term reduction was substantially greater in the car lines that got 
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parts marking or antitheft devices than in the car lines that did not. It is not so clear what 
happened during the crucial intervening years, the 1980s. 

There was a strong reduction d e r  1987 in the percentage of vehicles that were only 

recovered in-part - i.e., missing their engine, transmission or a major body part (those which 
for high theft lines are required to have markings). There was a corresponding increase in 
percentage of vehicles recovered in-whole (no major parts missing) or intact. This trend was 
especially strong in the car lines with marked parts. 

. 

By contrast, for at least one type of factory-installed antitheft device, the available data 
unequivocally show effectiveness. The system installed by a domestic manufacturer as standard 
equipment in various car lines during 1989-94 was associated with an immediate, and persistent 
70 percent reduction in the theft rate and a 58 percent reduction in the unrecovered-theft rate 
This device appears to be quite effective in reducing both “professional” and “casual” thefts. Of 
course, a system of this type has a far higher cost than parts marking 

. 

Fewer data were available on the antitheft devices factory-installed by other manufacturers. 
Specific estimates were not obtained, but there appeared to be considerable variation in 
effectiveness. With some of the devices, little change was seen in theft rates; with others, there 
were reductions comparable to those for the domestic manufacturer. No data were available for 
evaluating the effect of aftermarket antitheft devices. 

On the whole, the analysis results seem to suggest that the approach of Chapter 33 I of the Anti 
Car Theft Act, which views both parts-marking and factory-installed antitheft devices as effective 
deterrents to automobile theft, has had benefits. There is some indication that the effect of parts 
marking might have been greater than two percent needed for cost-effectiveness, at feast at 

certain times. Parts marking and antitheft devices have complementary roles, antitheft devices 
make it harder to steal a car, while parts marking deters professional thieves because it makes it 
easier to apprehend and convict them The two remedies seem to be integral components of a 
larger program to combat auto theft. That program has, on the whole, had an impact, as 
evidenced by the leveling off and reduction of theft rates after 1990. 
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Discussion of other provisions of the 1984 and 19 9 2 A ct i  : Collection and dissemination of theft 

and recovery information has improved since 1991, primarily because technical advances in 
communications and computer equipment made databases more complete and accessible to 
agencies needing the information. The two systems called for in the Anti Car Theft Act of 1992 - 
the National Motor Vehicle Title Information System and the National Stolen Auto Part 
Information System - are either not completely in place or are so new that their effects on vehicle 
theft (prevention, recovery or apprehension of thieves) m o t  be evaluated at this time. 

In tandem with the number of motor vehicle thefts, arrests for auto theft peaked in 1989 and have 
leveled off since then. In 1994, an estimated 200,000 were arrested for auto theft or attempted 
theft in the United States. 

While recent surveys of district attorneys and law enforcement agencies did not provide detailed 
statistical data on arrests, prosecutions, and convictions for auto theft, they present an even more 
encouraging picture than corresponding surveys in the earlier report. Since 1991, there have been 
moderate increases in the number of prosecutions under both Federal Acts. There have also been 
increases in the level of effort directed to each prosecution. Now that they have better evidence 
with which to work, both prosecutors and oficers are willing to invest more effort at obtaining a 
conviction. By 1996, prosecutors saw an increase of over 20 percent in the number of prosecuted 
cases, and 10 percent said that theft rates had declined in their jurisdictions. By 1996, in contrast 
to almost no effect seen in 199 1, almost half of the district attorneys reported an increase in 
convictions - and most of them attributed it to the Federal Acts Stiffer sentencing was occurring 
in 45 percent of the convictions, including a 75 percent increase in jail sentences. This could be 

even higher, they report, but for prison overcrowding. 

Law enforcement agencies report the same attitudes about the deterrent effects of parts marking 
in 1996 as they did in 1991, They feel that auto thefts for chop shop operations will continue if 
there is a demand for a part, marked or not. But almost half of the investigators feel that parts 
marking makes professional thieves more cautious or even deters them completely From stealing 
cars with marked parts. AI1 investigators thought parts marking had no effect on amateur thieves 

- 
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Parts marking seems to have the greatest effect on chop shop operators because of the increased 

cost of “doing business.” 

Auto theft investigators feel that parts marking is a valuable tool for arresting and prosecuting 
thieves. In 1991, they saw little or no effect, but by 1996, most of them felt that parts marking 
did assist in identifling and recovering stolen parts and vehicles. About three fourths of the law 
enforcement agencies in big cities said parts marking helped in arresting both chop shop operators 
and professional thieves. Auto theft investigators, as in 1991, still say that more permanent 
methods for parts marking are needed. Even though it is udawful to remove labels from marked 
parts and the labels are required to leave evidence that they were once on the marked part, thieves 
have found methods for removing both the label and its “footprint”. The investigator then has to 
be sufficiently knowledgeable to recognize that the part should have a label. Also without the 
label it is very difficult to trace the part back to the vehicle fiom which it was stolen. 

. 

Data received from the Customs Service since the 1991 report, indicates it has improved its ability 
to recoup stolen vehicles. 

Insurance companies have not reported any effects of parts marking on insurance premiums. 
Some insurance companies do offer discounts on comprehensive premiums for vehicles equipped 
with certain types of anti theft devices. Analysis of claim payments aIso has not shown any 
specific effects of either parts marking or antitheft devices. Insurance companies report that their 
used part policies have not changed since 1986. About three fourths of the reporting companies 
encourage the use of used parts for crash repairs. Most companies rely on the repair shops to 

obtain parts from reputable sources. 

In conclusion, it appears that parts marking and other provisions of the 1984 and 1992 Acts have 
given the law enforcement community tools they can use to deter thefts, trace stolen vehicles and 
parts, and apprehend and convict thieves. Theft rates leveled off after 1989-90 and have begun to 
drop While the program to reduce auto theft has had an impact, there appear to be four areas 
with potential room for improvement: (1) Insurance companies and motor vehicle departments 
could take better advantage of the existing parts marking program by routinely requiring 



inspection of the markings of used parts acquired at body shops and used vehicles brought in for 
new titles. The current setup, where some models have parts marking and others do not, may 
discourage routine inspections. (2) To the extent that current parts markings can be obliterated, 
their long-term detertent effect may be diminished. (3) Since many vehicles still do not have 
marked parts, the deterrent effect of parts marking at this time may be offset by increased thefts of 
the vehicles without marked parts. (4) Appropriate antitheft devices can substantially reduce all 
types of thefts, but are curtently standard equipment on only a limited number of car lines. 
However, to the extent that antitheft devices and parts marking are complementary strategies, 
more extended availability of antitheft devices ought not come at the expense of eliminating parts 
marking. The best results are likely to be obtained when vehicles have both remedies. 



Recommendations 

Section 33 113(b)(l1) of Title 49, USC Chapter 33 1 requires the Department to “...include 
recommendations (including, as appropriate, legislative and administrative recommendations) for 
(A) continuing without change the standards prescribed under this chapter, (B) amending this 
chapter to cover more or fewer Iines of passenger motor vehicles, (C) amending this chapter to 
cover other classes of motor vehicles, or @) ending the standards for all future motor vehicles.” 

Some analyses of the data suggest that parts marking has shown effectiveness as a theft deterrent 
at times greater than the two percent cost beneficial threshold. Comments received fiom the law 
enforcement community, prosecutors, and motor vehicle administrations indicate that parts 
marking has been an aid in detecting, apprehending, prosecuting and convicting auto thieves. 
These officials also recommend extending parts marking to all passenger motor vehicles, requiring 
more permanent marking methods, adding other parts for marking, and eliminating anthitheft 
device exemptions. In contrast, the auto industry favors discontinuing parts marking, or if that is 
not done, having more exemptions for antithefi devices. 

Insufficient information was received fiom the public comments to determine the cost of more 
permanent marking methods. Likewise, no information was provided on the cost of marking air 

bags - the one part that appears worthy of consideration for addition to the list of major parts to 
be marked. Airbags are expensive to replace costing between $ 5 0 0  and $1,500 and are 
frequently stolen. Because the Justice Department is required to evaluate the effectiveness of 
antitheft devices by December 3 I ,  1999, decision making regarding exemptions should be 

postponed until that time. 

Within the authority provided by the current legislation, the Department is considering taking 
several actions: 

The Department is considering issuing an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking to obtain data 
on parts marking methods. This information was requested when the preliminary report was 
published. No public comments were received on parts marking methods. Currently, parts 



marking sources are being surveyed for more information and there is some indication that more 
permanent marking methods are under development. If there is sufficient information obtained 
from the advance notice to indicate that more permanent methods beyond adhesive labels can be 
used which have a cost less than the cost limitations specified in Section 33105 of Chapter 33 1, 

then the Department could proceed with rulemaking to require more permanent marking methods. 

This action is warranted because the andyses suggest that the reason parts marking effectiveness 
seems to be short termed is that professional thieves have discovered ways to remove the adhesive 
marking labels along with the label’s footprint. There is also evidence that professional thieves 
are counterfeiting labels. In one case, a vehicle had the VIN plate on the dashboard replaced with 
a plate and counterfeit labels that had the same VM were put on major parts in place of the 

original labels. Hence more permanent marking methods should increase effectiveness to the 
extent that benefits exceed the added marking cost. 

The Department is contemplating issuing another Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking to 
obtain data on the cost of marking air bags and glazing. Currently information is being sought 
from the auto industry. One manufacturer-indicated that it costs them about $2 per vehicle to 
mark airbags and maintain cross reference information after a one time cost of about $14 per 
vehicle for facilities investments. Another manufacturer indicated that they used a low-cost 
adhesive label to mark its airbags. No manufacturer reported marking glazing. If there is 
sufficient information obtained fiom the Advance Notice to indicate that one or both can be 
marked so that the total parts marking cost is less than the cost limitations specified in Section 
33 105 of Chapter 33 1, then the Department could proceed with rulemaking to require air bags 
and/or glazing be marked. 

This action is warranted for air bags which, in addition to being a safety item, cost $500 to $1,500 
to replace (based on one comment received). Air bags are theft targets (several comments 
indicated this). While air bags do have serial numbers, they may not easily be identified with the 
vehicles from which they were taken. Some manufacturers indicate that they are cross- 
referencing the air bag serial number with the VTN. Marking air bags with the VTN, which would 
have to be done during the assembly process, would aid in parts recovery and for use as evidence 



of vehicle theft. Marking glazing is not for the purpose of preventing giazing from being stolen 

but to act as a theft deterrent, especially for retag operations. Marking glazing has been 
previously considered and rejected for cost reasons. However, it might be worth taking another 
look at this alternative since it has a great deterrent possibility. 

Pending the Justice Department’s 1999 evaluation, the Department would consider making a 
recommendation to have the legislation changed to eliminate granting exemptions from parts 
marking for vehicles equipped with antitheft devices which meet certain requirements. This report 
found that pans marking and antitheft devices address different theft problems. Antitheft devices 
tend to have a greater deterrent effect on amateur thieves who steal vehicles for joy riding or 
transportation. Professional thieves and chop shops still want vehicles that are likely to have 
antitheft devices because these vehicles are often more expensive and thus these vehicles and their 
parts will potentially bring a better price on the illicit market. The evidence to support these 
conclusions is the fact that vehicles equipped with antitheft devices show lowered theft rates but 
their recovery rates, which were always lower than the average stolen vehicle, does not improve 
to the same level as vehicles without antitheft devices. Vehicles that are stolen by amateurs have 
a high recovery rate. Vehicles stolen by professional thieves and for chop shops are more often 

either dismantled or exported and are less likely to be recovered. 

Parts marking deters professional thieves and chop shops because the marked parts aid law 
enforcement in detecting a stolen vehicle or part and also help get the criminals convicted of 

motor vehicle theft. Parts marking also helps in recovering stolen vehicles and parts. Thus, 
antitheft devices systems are not a replacement for the pans marking system. Both systems 
compIement each other. Having vehicles with antitheft devices and with marked parts should 
prove to be sufficiently effective to warrant the cost of both the devices and the cost of parts 
marking. 

After receiving the Justice Department findings, the Department will determine whether to 
propose that the theft prevention standard be amended to require all passenger vehicles, rated at 

6,000 pounds gross vehicle weight or less, to have marked parts, except pickup trucks and 
vehicles granted exemptions for antitheft devices. 

- 
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Discussion of Recommendations Received from Commenters 

Section 614(c)(4) states that at least 90 days before submitting this report to Congress, the 

Secretary shalI publish the proposed report for public review and for an opportunity for written 

comment of at least 45 days. The Secretary shall include a summary of such comments with the 
final report. 

Comments were received from 17 companies, automobile manufacturers, automobile 

associations, and state enforcement agencies recommending modifications to the parts marking 
standard. Listed below is a summary by issue of recommendations received from commenters. 
AI1 comments received are discussed in Appendix D. 

Extend P a m M x U g  to Other Vehicles 

Eight commenters recommend extending the parts marking to other vehicles currently exempt. 
Seven commenters (Florida Motor Vehicle Theft Prevention Authority (n. MVTPA), Advocates 

for Highway and Auto Safety, Dade County Multi-Agency Auto Theft Task Force, State Farm 
Insurance Companies, International Association of Auto Theft Investigators (IAATI), 3-M Safety 
and Security Systems, and Iowa State Police) recommend extending parts marking to all 
passenger vehicles (passenger cars, sport utility vehicles, and light duty trucks). Advocates, 
IAATI, Florida Auto Theft Intelligence Unit (FL. ATIU) and 3-M also recommended extending 
the parts marking to vehicles with antitheft devices. State Farm wants to extend parts marking to 

vehicles with ineffective antitheft devices. Two commenters (IAATI and 3-M) even recommend 
eliminating the 6,000 pounds weight exemption. 

The auto industry comments were opposed to parts marking. They feel that parts marking should 
either be terminated, phased out, or limited to only high theft lines. The industry favors antitheft 
devices over parts marking because of demonstrated effectiveness. Auto manufacturers say that 

parts marking costs are higher than the government estimate, hence they say the cost benefit is 
- either lower or nonexistent. 



parts marking costs are higher than the government estimate, hence they say the cost benefit is 
either lower or nonexistent 
RESPONSE. 

The Department tentatively believes that parts marking should be extended to other passenger 
vehicles and light trucks for the following reasons. ( I )  parts marking has shown effectiveness that 
at times exceeded the threshold for cost effectiveness, and (2) law enforcement, prosecutors, and 
motor vehicle administrations have presented evidence that parts marking is effective in detecting, 
arresting, prosecuting, and convicting auto thieves. If all passenger vehicles are marked, law 
enforcement officers, repair shops, and insurance agents will know that any used major part from 
vehicles made after the effective date must be marked. 

While the position of the auto industry is understandable, parts marking effectiveness has been 
demonstrated even though it is difficult to quantifj.. We agree that antitheft devices are effective 
but not necessarily as a substitute for parts marking which acts both as a deterrent and for tracing 
stolen parts and vehicles. The government calculation of the cost for parts marking has been 
estimated by two different sources with similar results using recognized-standard estimating 
procedures. Little cost infomation was provided by the auto manufacturers - only estimates from 
Nissan and Volkswagen which were higher than the government estimates, but still within the 
statutory cost limit. Nissan stated that other manufacturers with low volume production lines 
subject to pms marking might have costs in excess of the Congressional ceiling. 

Extend Parts Mark 'nu - to Add 'tional P m  

Six commenten recommend extending parts marking to additional parts. FL MVTPA, Dade 
County, FL ATIU, State Farm, 3-M, and Iowa State Police recommend parts marking for air 
bags. Three of these mmmenters (Dade County, FL ATKJ, and State F a )  also recommend 
parts marking for glazing and two of these commenten (3-M and Iowa State Police) also 

recommend parts marking for sound systems. Toyota opposes marking glazing because of the 

unreasonable labor costs to coordinate marked glazing to their respective vehicles and rhe l&k of 
demonstrable benefits. 



RESPONSE: 

One comment indicated that the replacement cost of air bags was between $500 and $1,500. 

While air bags have serial numbers, tracing an air bag back to its righthl vehicle without parts 

marking is more difficult to do Marking glazing has a deterrent effect but its cost may exceed the 
Congressional limit per vehicle. The cost estimate of marking glazing was excessive a few years 
ago when the Department considered rulemaking to require glazing be marked. The theft of 
sound systems is more related to theft of vehicle contents rather than stealing the entire vehicle. 
Thus, the Department does not support marking sound systems. 

No data on the cost of marking for any of these additional parts was provided with the comments 
received. To consider rulemaking for inclusion of any of these parts, the Department would have 
to obtain cost data. In addition, information would be needed to indicate that marking any of 
these parts would reduce vehicle thefts. Rulemaking would only proceed if there was evidence 
that adding one or more of these parts could be done without increasing the total cost of parts 
marking above the Congressional threshold and that there would be sufficient reductions in auto 
thefts to pay for the costs. 

Make Parts Mar king More P m a n  ea 

FL. MVTPA, Advocates, Dade County, and FL ATlU recommend making parts marking more 
permanent. 
if the label is peeled off. 

ATIU mentions invisographic type labels which leave the hU W as its footprint 

RESPONSE; 

While more permanent marking methods have merit, no data were provided in the comments 
received to support this initiative. The Department is interested in pursuing this recommendation 
but needs additional information before arriving at a final decision. Parts marking manufacturers 
have given some indication that such technology is under development. 



Expand Exemptions of the Parts M arkinpr Standard 

Volkswagen of America, Inc recommends that NHTSA request Congress to allow exempting at 
least two car lines per year, instead of one and Association of International Automobile 
,Manufacturers (AIAM) recommends expanding antitheft device exemptions. 

RESPONSE: 

The Department made this recommendation in the 1991 Report to Congress. However, given the 
variety of effectiveness of antitheft devices, the Department defers any decision making until the 
Justice Department has finished its 1999 study. 
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Auto Theft and Recovery 

Introductioq 
- 

Every year, more than one miIIion motor vehicles are stolen. Estimates show that the economic 
loss resulting from these thefts is at least $4 billion, and it could be as high as $8 billion. In t 99 1, 

the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration presented a report to the Congress assessing 

the auto theft problem in the United States and the measures employed to fight theft. The basic 
reasons for stealing cars have not changed since the 1991 report. For example, cars are stolen for 
transportation (including unauthorized use of a vehicle or for use in transporting stolen goods or 
committing other types of crimes), joyriding, export, for repair parts, and for obtaining expensive 
stereo equipment to sell for a quick profit. A substantial economic loss continues to result from 
thefts motivated to meet the demands for replacement parts. Since the last report to Congress, a.  
new type of auto theft crime has emerged -- cq'acking -- but the motives for auto theft are still 

the same. 

Auto theft was an escalating problem that caused Congress to enact the Motor Vehicle Theft Law 
Enforcement of 1984 (the 1984 Theft Act). The Theft Act was designed to reduce the incidence 
of motor vehicle thefts and simplify the tracing and recovery of parts from stolen vehicles. The 
Act directed the Secretary of Transportation to issue a theft prevention standard requiring 
manufacturers to inscribe or affix numbers or symbols on major parts of passenger-car, high-theft 
lines for identification'purposes. The Act also addressed other issues such as criminal penalties, 
export of stolen motor vehicles, and comprehensive insurance premiums. 

In October 1985, the Department issued the Federal Motor Vehicle Theft Prevention Standard 
(49 CFR Part 541) which requires manufacturers of designated high theft passenger car lines to 
inscribe or a f f i x  the vehicle identification number (VIN) onto the following major parts: engines, 
transmissions, fenders, doors, bumpers, quarter panels, hoods, and deckliddtailgates andor 
hatchbacks. In the case of engines and transmissions, either the 17-digit vehicle identification 
number (VIN) or an eight digit VIN derivative must be engraved or stamped. Manufacturers can 

meet the f i a t i o n  requirements with indelibly marked labels that cannot be removed without 
becoming tom or rendering the number on the Iabel illegible. The labels must also leave a residue 
on the part after bein8 removed. 
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As a hnher  theft deterrent, the 1984 Act allowed for an exemption from the parts-marking 
requirements for certain car lines where antitheft devices were installed as standard equipment in 

factory-delivered passenger cars The Act limited each manufacturer to two car line exemptions 
per model year The manufacturer has to petition NHTSA for an exemption which is granted if it 
is determined that the devices are likely to be as effective in reducing and deterring motor vehicle 
theft as compliance with parts marlung. The common features of antitheft devices installed as 
standard equipment for which exemptions have been granted include “passive” systems, which 
means that the system engages automatically without any extra action by motorists. Such systems 
are activated automatically by removing the key from the ignition and locking the doors. Sensors 
located in the doors, hood, trunk, and key cylinders activate alarms when unauthorized entry is 
attempted. The approved systems have a starter or ignition intempt and power (battery) 
protection Most systems granted exemptions in fbll have an audio andor visual alarm (some of 
the GM systems which use the PASS-Key have been granted exemptions in full but have no visual 
or audio alarm) . Systems granted a partial exemption because they do not have the audio/visual 
alarm, must have the engines and transmissions marked. 

In the 1991 report, theft rates between marked and unmarked cars was found to be statistically 
insignificant. Recovery rates also showed no statistically significant differences between marked 
and unmarked car lines. Cars with antitheft devices did not show a significant difference in theft 
rates of cars containing marked parts. Recovery rates of antitheft device equipped cars appeared 
to be lower than those of marked cars. Analysis of theft claims costs resulted in the same 
conclusion. At the time of the 1991 report, evidence of the effectiveness of the theft standard 
could not be obtained through statistical analysis of the data sets examined. 

However, the Department did find wide support in I991 for parts marking fiom the law 
enforcement community. Law enforcement agents concerned with prevention and deterrence of 
motor vehicle theft or the capture and prosecution of perpetrators believed that marking parts 

provided them a valuable tool. 
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M e r  considering the analyses, surveys, and public comments obtained during the preparation of 
the 1991 report, the Department recommended that the theft prevention standard be continued 
with several minor changes. 

As a result of the Department’s recommendation and other information received by the Congress, 
the Anti Car Theft Act of 1992 was enacted This Act built on the 1984 Act in several ways: 
Federal penalties for auto theft were enhanced. A grant program was authorized to help state and 
local law enforcement agencies concerned with auto theft Experts were called on to look into 
and repon on motor vehicle titling, registration, and salvage (the report was published in February 
1994) The National Motor Vehicle Title Information System was to be established and the states 
were required to participate in the system, the Theft Prevention Standard was expanded, rules 
were established to check if salvage or junk vehicles are stolen; and the Attorney General is to 
maintain a National Stolen Auto Part Information System. Selling or distributing marked parts 
that are stoIen became a Federal crime. Random customs inspection to detect stolen vehicles 
being exported were allowed. A pilot study on a nondestructive inspection system was 
authorized. As in the 1984 Act, the Anti Car Theft Act of 1992 calls for a report to the Congress 
on the effects of the Act on trends in motor vehicle thefts and recovery. The report is due five 
years after the legislation was enacted (October 25, 1992). As in the 1984 Act, a preliminary 
report was published in June 1997 and announced in the Federal Register (June 26, 1997 page 
34494) with a 45 day comment period ending August 11 The comments received are 
summarized and discussed in Appendix D of this report. 

. 

The I992 Act’s amendments on theft prevention include: expanding coverage to selected lines 
that were below the 1990/199 1 median theft rate, and including high theft multipurpose passenger 
vehicles and light trucks that are rated at not more than 6,000 pounds gross vehicle weight under 
the provisions of the theft standard. These changes had to be made two years (1994) d e r  the 
enactment of the Act. Three years later (1997), based on the Attorney General’s findings, the 
Secretary of Transportation shall designate d remaining such lines of passenger motor vehicles 
(other than light-duty trucks), unless the Attorney General determines such additional parts 
marking would not substantially inhibit chop shop operations and vehicle thefts. By the end of 
1999, the Attorney General shall determine if the rules have been effective in inhibiting chop 
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shops and vehicle theft and send these findings to the Secretary. These findings are to include an 
analysis of the effectiveness of factory-installed antitheft devices as a substitute for parts marking, 

The rulemaking process and manufacturer comments regarding lead time to implement parts 

marking resulted in expansion of the Theft Prevention Standard to a selected group of low theft 
line vehicle lines and other passenger vehicles beginning with the 1997 model year. The most 
recent theft data available for this report from the National Crime Information Center is the 1995 

file. Thus the effectiveness of the Anti Car Theft Act as regards to expanded coverage cannot be 
determined with the available data at this time Other provisions of the 1992 Anti Car Theft Act 
and the effectiveness of the 1984 Act are evaluated in this report. 

Both the 1984 and the 1992 Acts require the Secretary to include the following information in the 
evaluation report: motor vehicle theft and recovery statistics as well as their Collection and . 

reliability; the extent to which motor vehicles are dismantled or exported; the market for stoien 
parts; the cost and benefit of marking parts; arrest and prosecution of auto theft offenders; the 
Act's effect on the cost of comprehensive premiums; the adequacy of Federal and State theft laws; 
and an assessment the potential benefits of parts marking on other classes of motor vehicles. The 
1991 report studied and discussed each of these topics in depth. This report focuses on changes 
that have occurred since the 1991 report. It also updates detailed statistics on motor vehicle theft 
and recovery. Theft data were available from 1984 through 1995, and insurance data fiom 1986 
through 1992. 

The Department obtained data 6om sources specified in the Act and available elsewhere, 
including: the FBI's National Crime Information Center (NCIC), the U.S. Attorney Generals 
Office, the Bureau of Customs, the Highway Loss Data Institute (HLDI), the National Insurance 

Crime Bureau (NTCB), and individual insurance companies. Surveys or interviews were 
conducted with officials of state, county and city enforcement agencies, motor vehicle 
administrations and court systems; and with personnel at auto body repair shops. 
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In preparing this report, the Department worked with and consulted the Department of Justice’s 

National Institute of Justice. 

Motives and the Markel 

Thieves differ in their motives for stealing motor vehicles. The 1991 report included two surveys, 

performed in 1989, that estimated the distribution of car thefts by motive. Fundamentally, some 
vehicles are stolen in more or less professional operations for profit, while other thefts are 
typically the work of individuals, for profit or for other reasons. Here are some of the most 
common motives for theft: 

Thefts to supply vehicles or parts for resale: 

0 Chop shop operations: businesses that acquire stolen vehicles or hire thieves to provide 
vehicles so that parts can be removed and sold for profit. These parts may eventually be 

sought by others to repair damaged vehicles, since they sell for substantially less than original 
equipment parts. (The 1989 surveys estimated that chop shops account for between 10 and 
16 percent of all thefts.) 

0 Theft and retag: vehicles are stoIen and sold for profit to be registered under another VTN. 
The new VIN and title are obtained by purchasing a junked vehicle of the same make-model. 
The VrN plate is transferred from the junked vehicle to the stolen vehicle and the title may 
need slight alteration to match the stolen vehicle (an estimated 15 percent of thefts). 

0 Thefts for export: vehicles are stolen and illegally shipped out of the United States to be sold 

for profit (4 to 17 percent of thefts). 

Other motives for theft: 
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Insurance fraud “stealing” your own car, or having somebody else “steal” and hide it, so you 
can collect its insured value .Mer the insurance company pays off, the vehicle may be 
abandoned by the thieves, eventually recovered, and end up as the property of the insurance 

company Insurance fraud might be contemplated, for example, if the owner has financial 
distress, or if the vehicle is in much worse shape than its insured value (9 to 23 percent of 
thefts). 

For concealing one’s identity while committing another crime: stealing a vehicle as temporary 
transportation to and fiom the scene of another crime. The stolen vehicle does not belong, 
and cannot be traced, to the criminal. Soon afterwards, it may be abandoned and eventudfy 
recovered (an estimated 13 percent of thefts) 

Joyriding or temporary transportation: the vehicle is usually abandoned and recovered after a 
matter of hours or days (estimates ranged from 25 percent up to 68 percent of thefts). 

Of the million vehicles stolen each year, 200,000 are never recovered. Chop shop operations, 
export, insurance fraud, and retagging are believed to account for most of the unrecovered 
vehicles. Before parts marking, passenger cars represented 57 percent of the unrecovered 
vehicles, but from 1987 through 1995, this has increased to over 62 percent. The number of 
unrecovered passenger cars has varied from as few as 87,000 in 1985 to over 170,000 in 1991. 

No new surveys have been conducted on the distribution of thefts, by motive. Assuming, for the 
moment, that the distributions were similar in 1995 and 1988, the estimated counts and costs for 

chop shop operations, fraud and export in 1995 are as follows: 

Between 84,000 and 135,000 passenger cars valued fiom over $600 miIlion to almost $1 
billion were stolen to remove parts in chop shops. 

Fraud of all kinds accounted for anywhere between 75,000 to 320,000 stolen passenger cars, 
valued fiom $550 million to $2.4 billion; and 
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Between 30,000 and 123,000 of the 143,000 unrecovered passenger cars are believed to have 

been stolen for export, with an estimated value of $22 1 million to $905 million. 

However, the Customs Service has provided more recent estimates of vehicles stolen for export. 
They estimated that in 1995 as many as 375,000 (the FBI data indicates that 200,000 is a better 
estimate of unrecovered vehicles) cars may have been stolen and exported. Using the Customs 
Service value of recovered stolen cars in 1994 of $13,100, the upper bound estimated value of 
stolen exported passenger cars could be as much as $4.9 billion. The Customs Service also 
estimated that 200,000 passenger cars were stolen and exported in 1990 with a market value of 
S800 million (at a reported average of $4,000 per vehicle in 1990). 

Exports of stolen vehicles are extremely difficult to estimate. In 1988 and 1989, Customs agents 
report seizing 1,292 stolen passenger cars, a fraction of the estimated total. The Customs Service 
has improved its ability to recoup stolen passenger cars and reported 1,700 recovered in 1992 and 
2,300 recovered in 1994. However, no inferences can be drawn from the trend in recoveries to 

the number exported and not recovered. While I992 and 1994 show an improvement in 
recoveries over 1988 and 1989, there are still tens of  thousands of stolen vehicles being exported 
illegally out of this country. Because law enforcement officials believe most stolen vehicles and 
parts are exported in sealed containers or crates, two provisions of the Anti Car Theft Act of 
I992 specifically address that issue. One provision allows for random customs inspections to 
detect stolen vehicles being exported, and the other authorizes a pilot study of a nondestructive 
inspection system. 

The 1991 report estimates that almost 32 million passenger cars during 1988 had crash damage 
which cost an estimated $28.6 billion in parts to repair. .The usedlrebuilt portion of the parts 
market in 1988 was thought to be 4 to 5 percent or $1.6 billion at that time. That portion appears 
to have grown over time. A survey of repair shops in 1989 indicated that used parts were 
employed in making repairs about 10 percent of the time; a similar survey in 1996 indicates that 
used parts comprise 14 percent of the repair parts. Assuming that the same number of cars as in 
I988 need repair today and using current dollars, the estimated portion for usdrebuilt repair 
parts is about $5.3 billion. Stolen parts comprise a portion of that used parts market. 



The lack of information for making good estimates on the motives for auto theft results in broad 
and sometimes overlapping ranges. Thus, in the remainder of this evaluation, vehicle thefts and 
recoveries are analyzed only in the aggregate, without identifling the motives. 

Thefts. Theft Rates. and Recovery Rates. 1984- I995 

The FBI’s National Crime Information Center (NCIC), once again is the source of theft and 
recovery data for this report as it was for the 1991 report. Theft data from 1984 through 1995 
were available. Because of differences in screening, vehicle definitions, and aggregating the data, 
totals shown for 1984 through 1988 are slightly different From the 1991 report. The NCIC 
information is considered the most accurate and precise available. Each record contains the make, 
line, theft and recovery dates of individual stolen motor vehicles. The summary infomation 
compiled fiom the Uniform Crime Reports (UCR), which are based on reports by local police 
agencies, is not presented here, as it had been in the 1991 report. Comparisons were made 
between the NCIC and UCR data bases in the I991 report, and the NCIC data base was found to 

be more definitive for analysis purposes. The UCR data base includes attempted thefts as we11 as 
successful thefts. 

Thefts: The principal finding of this evaluation is that the auto theft probIem, which was growing 
during the mid 1 9 8 0 ’ ~ ~  leveled off or even began to decline after 1989-90. In 1995, there were 
1,179,856 motor vehicles stolen, a rise of 39 percent since 1984, but a decline of 7 percent since 
1990. In 1995, passenger cars account for 71 percent of a l I  motor vehicle thefts; light trucks - 
i.e., pickup trucks, vans and sport utility vehicles (SUV’s)  account for 24 perceni. The remaining 
five percent are thefts of heavy trucks, buses and motorcycles. Total thefts increased steadily 
fiom 830,545 in 1984 to 1,234,088 in 1989, an 8 percent annual rate of increase. They IeveIed 
off in the early 19903, with a reduction fiom 1,227,768 in 1994 to 1,179,856 in 1995. The sharp 
increase in thefts of pickup trucks, vans and SW’s throughout this period is proportionate to 

their increasing share of the vehicles on the road. Annual thefts of motor vehicles fiom 1984 
through 1995 are shown in Table I and Figures I A and 1B. 
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Theft rates (Thefts per 100,000 registered vehicles’) are shown in Table 2 and Figures 2A and 2B 
The theft rate for all types of vehicles has the same trend as overall thefts. The theft rate 
increased from 543 in 1984 to 714 in 1990. It has declined to 597 by 1995. The rates for 
passenger cars and light trucks show a similar pattern. (Even though thefts of light trucks have 
increased, their registrations grew even more rapidly, so the theft rate declined after 1989.) Theft 
rates for heavy trucks, buses and motorcycles have experienced even larger reductions. 

Recovery ratg:  The number of recoveries have kept pace with thefts over the years. The 
recovery rate (recoveries/thefts) has remained stable. Table 3 and Figures 3A and 3B indicate 
that overall recovery rates during 1984-95 have ranged from a low of 78 percent to a high of 87 

percent but the trend has been neither increasing nor decreasing: the rate has been consistently 
close to 83 percent. NCIC recovery data for 1995 was still incomplete at the time of this study. 
The 1995 rates in Table 3 can be expected to increase if vehicles stolen in 1995 and recovered in 
1996 (after the cutoff date for the file used in this study) were to be included. 

Passenger cars have slightly higher recoveIy rates than pickup trucWvandSW’s or heavy trucks. 
Motorcycles have substantially lower recovery rates, and they have gotten worse. M e r  1990, 

recovery rates for all types of vehicles tend to be higher in the even years than the odd years. The 
reason for that pattern is unknown. 

’Registered vehicles are the number of vehicles registered by the states and reflects the 
fleet of vehicles on the road. The data comes from the R. L. Polk Co. which compiles the 
infomation obtained &om the states usually at the end of June which is the fiscal year for most 
states. Registered vehicle data is essential since it can be separated by model year. 
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TABLE 2, MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT RATES BY VEHICLE TYPE 

I1 1 d 
CALENDAR YE 

1984 1985 1986 1987 I988 1989 Mdor VchWe Type 

Passengcr Cars 545 555 605 625 6% 743 

Trucks, Vans. MPVs 387 393 426 465 527 557 
~ ~ 

Heavy TNckn Bt Buses 645 628 636 628 602 529 

Motorcycles 1,272 1,355 1,413 1,434 1.402 1,290 
1 

ALL VEHICLES 
Source: Number of thefts - Federal Bureau of Investigation, Nalional Crime l n f m t i o n  Center 

Rcgi~ra~ion dste - R.L. Folk 8t Co, Data, & Fcdaal Higbway Adminisucltian 
(M Rate = ThefW100,OOO Registad Vahicles) 
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TABLE 3 .  MOTOR VEHICLE KECOVERY RATES BY VEHICLE TYPE 

Mdcv Vehkk Typr 

11 I CALENDAR YEAR 

1985 19116 1981 1988 1989 1990 1991 I9Y2 I w3 1994 I!m 1984 

Number TheRs 

Number Rmvercd 

Then Rate 

Rccovery Rate 

I 19,117 130,498 150.378 172,614 207,741 230.~85 m . f i 2 1  242.xio 2 ~ 0 . ~ 6  258,87v, 274,723 m.no4 

89,437 98557 116.656 135,445 155.661 181.326 203,700 IH2.Hl17 272,651 204.079 228.403 219,785 

387 393 426 465 527 557 s 53 535 485 4sx 455 44 I 

75% 76% 78% 78% 75% 73% 84% 7 5% 85% 79% R W b  7XOk 

Number Thefts 

Number Rmvcrcd 

T hcA Kate 

Rccovcry Rate 

12 

38,630 37,222 37.182 37,066 36,398 , 33,441 50,439 25,975 24.420 22.76G 1 7,1,70X 1 20.875 

32,626 30,987 30,845 30,203 27.2 I3 25,645 24,692 18.650 2(l, I30 16.938 17,395 t 5.44 I 

645 628 636 628 602 529 469 400 ' 369 336 311 793 

84% 84% 83% 81% 7 5% 77% 8 1% 72% 82% 74% 80% 74% 
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Effect of Parts Markine - and Antitheft Devices on Theft and Recovery Rates 

A key outcome of the Antitheft Act of 1984 was that a large number of mode1 year 1987 

passenger cars would get marked parts. A smaller number would get factory-installed antitheft 
devices in 1987, or a few years earlier or later. At the time of the 1991 Report to the Congress, a 
comprehensive evaluation was impossible simply because there were not yet enough data on cars 
with marked parts or antitheft devices. By now, those cars have been on the road for a much 
longer time. Their theft and recovery rates can be tracked for several years and compared to the 
corresponding rates for cars without either measure. Appendix A of this report presents the 
analyses that were performed to evaluate the effect of parts marking and antitheft devices. 
However, biases in the data obstructed the evaluation of parts marking and made it essentially 
impossible to attribute a specific percentage reduction in thefts or increase in recoveries to that 

remedy. Still, the analyses do suggest that parts marking quite possibly had some beneficial 
effects at times. The analyses produced quantitative effectiveness estimates for one type of 
antitheft device installed in domestic cars, but the data were insufficient for similar analyses of 
other types of antitheft devices. Here is a summary of the analysis objectives, data sources, 
findings and conclusions. 

If parts marking or antitheft devices are effective, they ought to reduce theft rates and/or 
increase recovery rates. These goals would be accomplished through direct effects and 
deterrent effects. While there have been numerous cases where parts marking directly helped 
recover cars or convict thieves, it is probably safe to say that the deterrent effects are potentially 
far larger, in quantitative terms. The primary deterrent effect, of course, would be to dissuade 

professional car theft operations, especially chop-shop operations, from stealing cars with marked 
parts or antitheft devices. Thefts for joyriding, etc., are less likely to be deterred by parts 
marking. .4 significant reduction in the theft rate might be expected to start in model year 1987 

in the make-models that got marked parts that year. However, the effect might not trigger all at 
once (Le., in model year 1987). It might have built up over time as thieves became more aware of 
parts marking, or as body shops gradually became more carehl about the source of their parts, 

and it might even have spilled over onto earlier cars (thieves do not always have time to ascertain 
the exact model year, and might avoid stealing cars of the lines that got parts marking, even if 
they are slightly pre-1987). A long-term reduction of theft rates might be expected in the lines 
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that got parts marking or antitheft devices, relative to car lines that did not. Thus, it is 
appropriate to perform short-term (just beforelafter model year 1987) and long-term anaIyses of 
theft rates. 

The deterrent effect might also impact the recovery rate. When cars -are stolen for chop shops, 
the overall recovery rate is relatively low and many of the recoveries are only “in part” (as defined 
in “Collection and Dissemination of Theft and Recovery Information,” later in this report). When 
cars are stolen for joyriding, etc., the overall recovery rate is usually high, and most of the 
recoveries are “intact” or “in whole.” If parts marking deters thefts for chop shops but has little 
effect on joyriding, etc., it ought to increase the overall recovery rate and reduce the proportion of 
recoveries that are only “in part.” 

The remedies should reduce the number of unrecovered stolen vehicles per million registered 
vehicles. To the extent that many of the vehicies stolen by professional thieves - for chop shops, 
salvage switch and retag, or export - are never recovered, this “unrecovered theft rate” may be 
considered as a sort of surrogate for the unknown “professional” theft rate. If the remedies 
change dl three rates in the right direction, so much the better, but even if they change just one, 
especially the unrecovered theft rate, it might be good enough. 

Only a small reduction in theft is needed to make parts marking cost effective. As discussed in 
“The Cost of Marking Parts,” later in this report, a relative reduction of two percent in the theft 
-rate of 0-3 year old cars would already pay for parts marking. 

The make-models slated for parts marking or antitheft devices in 1987 were not picked on a 
random basis, but were the ones that had the highest theft rates in MY 1983-84. Even without 
parts marking or antitheft devices, these make-models would inevitably have experienced a strong 
reduction in their theft rates, relative to other cat Iines, for a number of years after 1984 - a 
phenomenon called “regression to the mean.” As is explained in Appendix A, parts-marking 
effects on the order of, say, two percent cannot readily be discerned fiom the much stronger 
“regression to the mean” effect that went on at the same time. With this fundamental bias in the 
data, it becomes almost impossible to produce specific, quantitative effectiveness estimates. A 

closer look at “regression to the mean,” and an attempt to isolate its effect by statistical tools is 

- 
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documented in Appendix B. However, even with statistical tools, it is difficult to distinguish one 

effect from another in the type of data firnished for this evaluation. 

The principal data base for the analyses, assembled from NCIC and R.L. Polk data, enumerates 
how many cars were registered, stolen and recovered, by make-model, model year and calendar 
year. The data base covers calendar years 1984-95, and it includes cars fiom 0 to 15 years old. It 

is usehl for studying the short-term and long-term trends in theft rates and overall recovery rates. 
h o t h e r  data base, assembled by HLDI from theft and recovery records supplied by the MCB, 
enumerates how many cars were recovered "in part," "in whole," or "intact," by make-model, 
model year and calendar year. That data base is complete for calendar years 1986-91, and it 
includes cars from 0 to at least 2 years old. It is usehl for studying short-term trends of the "in 

part" recovery rate. 

As stated above, the analyses did not generate a reliable quantitative estimate of the reduction of 
thefts or enhancement of recoveries attributable to parts marking, and they did not lead to an 

unequivocal conclusion that parts marking has been effective. But the analyses were not totally 
inconclusive or neutral. They produced five concrete indications of benefits for parts marking, all 
hedged with caveats that made them fall short of firm deductions: 

(1) Short-term theft trends: Above all, there was a conspicuous shift in theft rates in 1986-87, 

coinciding with the introduction of parts marking. Thefts of 1987 make-models with 
marked parts were lower than expected, while thefts of the same make-models in 1986 

(unmarked) and thefts of other 1987 make-models (unmarked) were both higher than 

expected. The net shift was on the order of 20 percent when the cars were less than a year 
old (see Figures A-9 and A-10 in Appendix A). However, the effect was already much 

weaker for one-year-old cars and it had vanished by the time the cars were two years old. 
AIso, the effect was more of a shift in what cars were stolen than a reduction of overall 
theft rates. 

(2) Short-term rec overy trends: Recovery rates for 1987 cars with parts marking were 
consistently higher than for the same make-models in 1986, the last year before parts 
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marking. Unlike the effect on theft rates, this benefit persisted as the model year 1987 

cars got older. On the other hand, the 1986-87 favorable effect was followed by an 
unexplained but consistent deterioration, starting in model year 1988, in the recovery rates 
of cars with parts marking relative to other make-models without the markings. 

(3) Short-term unre covered-theft trends: In calendar year 1987, the unrecovered-theft rate of 
model year 1987 cars with parts marking was 26 percent lower than expected. As the 
model year 1987 cars got older, this benefit diminished, but not to zero; it persisted at 
about 6 percent. That is the closest thing to a specific "effectiveness estimate" for parts 
marking. However, that observed benefit is within the "noise range" of possible biases in 
the data and it cannot be attributed to pans marking without considerable doubt. 

(4) Long-term trends: In the very long term (cars of the early 90's vs. cars of the late ~O'S), 

parts marking and antitheft devices appear. to be associated with a reduction in theft rates 
(see Figures A-I and A-2 in Appendix A). In other words, the make-models that were 
selected in 1983-84 to get parts marking or antitheft devices in 1987 historically had 
higher theft rates than other make-models, even as far back as model year 1976. But from 
model year 1991 onwards, their theft rates were slightly lower than other make models. 
Little can be said about the crucial intervening years, the 1980's. The nonrandom selection 
of high-theft lines for parts marking caused a ''regression to the mean" situation that 
obscured all other trends. It is only possible to compare cars of the late 70's and early 
go's, before and after the ''regression to the mean" phenomenon. So many other factors 
could be affecting theft trends over a 20-year period that it would be foolhardy to attribute 
the observed long-term reduction to parts marking. Additionally, the unrecovered-theft 
rates did not experience a similar long-term improvement. 

( 5 )  Short-term "in part" recovery trends: There was a strong reduction of "in part" vehicle 
recoveries, and a corresponding increase of "in whole" and "intact" recoveries in all make- 
models after parts marking was introduced in 1987, and especially in the make-models that 
got the markings. The reduction of "in part" vehicle recoveries could be an indication that 
chop shop operations and some other types of professional car theft are declining. 
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However, a closer examination of the data showed that the reduction did not begin 

immediately with the introduction of parts marking, but mostly came 1-3 years later, 
possibly as a result of factors unrelated to parts marking, such as, perhaps, changes in the 
way that recoveries were reported. 

By contrast, for at least one type of factory-installed antitheft device, the available data provide 
unequivocal evidence of effectiveness. One domestic manufacturer installed a system as standard 
equipment in various car lines during 1989-94. This system was associated with an immediate - 
and persistent - 70 percent reduction in the theft rate and a 58 percent reduction in the 

unrecovered-theft rate. In other words, the devices appear to be quite effective in reducing all 
kinds of thefts, both the “professional” and the “casual” type. 

Substantially fewer data were available on the antitheft devices installed by other manufacturers 

Specific estimates were not obtained, but the available data suggest considerable Variation in 
effectiveness With some of the devices, little change was seen in theft rates; with others, there 

were reductions comparable to those for the domestic manufacturer. 

On the whole, the analysis results seem to suggest that the approach of Chapter 33 1 of the Anti 

Car Theft Act, which views both parts-marking and factory-instdled antitheft devices as effective 
deterrents to automobile theft, has had benefits. Only a small effect, such as a 2 percent reduction 
of unrecovered thefts is necessary for parts marking to be cost-effective. An effect of that 
magnitude would have been obscured in the data available for the analyses. However, the positive 
results described above hint that the effect of parts marking might have been greater than 2 

percent, at least at certain times. Antitheft devices, at least those installed in certain vehicles, are 

many times more effective, but also many times higher in cost. Parts marking and antitheft 
devices are components of a larger program that has, on the whole, succeeded. As shown in 
Table 2 and Figure 2, theft rates have leveled off and even began to decline after 1989-90. When 

the team wins, each of the individual players gets some credit. 

Two other issues tie in with the analysis results. (1) The nonrandom selection of high-theft make- 
models for parts marking impeded the evaluation, and (2) There is a hint that the initial effect of 
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pans marking may have waned in subsequent years. That's at best a tentative finding, given the 
uncertainties in all the analyses. However, it corresponds to the view that many professional 
thieves eventualIy learned how to obliterate the markings. If so, that encourages consideration of 
more permanent systems of parts marking: the high potential for benefits might well justify the 
higher cost. 

Effect of Vehicle Age on Theft and Recovery Rate$ 

A vehicle's age is a the!? motive consideration. Chop shop operations involve removing parts 
from stolen vehicles for the purpose of providing repair parts for other vehicles that have either 
been damaged in collisions or because of wear. As vehicles age, the chance of needing repairs 
increases and the chance of being in a collision remains fairly constant. In contrast, vehicles that 
are stolen for either joyriding or for the purpose of retagging may more likely be newer vehicles 
that are attractive targets with higher market value. Unfortunately, there is no method for 
identtfylng theft motives by vehicle age. 

Appendix C shows a detailed analysis of the!? rates'by vehicle age to determine if there is a 
relationship. Analysis of theft data in aggregate immediately suggested that there were two 
possible confounding factors: calendar year effects, and model year effects. In the first situation, 
vehicle thefts in any year can be influenced by such things as the weather or economic conditions, 
neither of which would have anything to do with vehicle age. For example, the blizzard 
conditions in the midwest this spring has meant that some states have virtually no vehicles on the 
road and few people out-of-doors. This would mean for that region and time period, vehicle 
thefts would be low. Model year influences include such things as major manufacturers making 
across the board design changes such as when they went from rear to front wheel drive. Again, if 
these changes are radical it can result in fewer vehicle thefts of that model year because parts are 

not interchangeable with other older vehicles or because the new model' appearance has less 

appeal. The analysis in Appendix C corrected for both calendar year and model year effects. 

The result of the vehicle age analysis was that no relationship between vehicle age and theft rate 
was found. Current model year cars were just as likely to be stolen as eight year old models. 
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Also, there was no relationship between vehicle age and recovery rate. Thus, current model year 
vehicles had the same recovery chance as did eight year old models. What the analysis suggests is 
that theft motives, including those of professional thieves, that may change as vehicles age may 
have countervaiIing effects. Thus, as vehicle thefts for used parts may increase as vehicles age, 
thefts for retagging or joy riding may decrease with vehicle age in a proportionate manner. 

The analysis was extended to light trucks with the same findings: no reIationship was found 
between vehicIe age and theft and recovery rates. The passenger car data was separated by 

marked, unmarked and those with antitheft devices with the same result - no vehicle age effect 
was found with respect to either theft rates or recovery rates. 

What this suggests is that the risk of theft persists over the life of a car. This implies that parts 
markings ought to last essentialIy over the life of the car. 

Collection and Dbemination of TheA and Recovery Information 

National theft and recovery infonnation is collected and compiIed by the same organizations as 
discussed in the 1991 report: The Federal Bureau of Investigation is responsible for the Uniform 
Crime Reports (UCR) and the National Crime Information Center (NCIC); the insurance industry 
sponsors the Highway Loss Data Institute (HLDI), the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety 
( I I H S ) ,  and the National Insurance Crime Bureau (NCB), formerly the National Automobile 
Theft Bureau. 

The 199 1 report discussed the fact that these data sources provide substantial information on the 
number of thefts, the costs associated with auto theft, and the recovery of stolen vehicles and their 
condition. These systems do not reveal the motives for vehick thefts. Thus it is not possible to 
directly measure changes in thefts so as to determine if the 1984 and 1992 Acts have had an 
impact on chop-shop operations and any of the other thefts for profit: retagging, insurance fraud, 
and export of stolen vehicles. 

- 
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As in 1991, the UCR collects monthly information from local police agencies on reported vehicle 
thefts and attempted thefts, and arrests for these crimes. This information is published at least 
annually with the primary objective of providing reliable crime statistics for law enforcement use. 

The NCIC has an online-computerized filing system of theft cases with all the key information for 
ready access to individual records of reported motor vehicle thefts. This system is used to obtain 
information on crimes under investigation. When a vehicle is located, the case is closed. The 
NCIC maintains historical information for four years before purging its files. Each case of a 
reported stolen vehicle includes the Vehicle Identification Number (VM) and complete state 
registration data as well as the date of the theft, theft location and reporting agency. 

The NICB is a clearinghouse for information on motor vehicle thefts reported by the insurance 
industry. The NICB provides assistance to law enforcement and other public agencies such as 
state motor vehicle administrations. The NICB is the organization designated by the U.S. 
Department of Transportation to collect information in a standard reporting system on vehicle 
recovery condition: 

“In part” One or more major parts missing. “Major” parts are the engine, transmission, 
fenders, doors, bumpers, quarter panels, hood, and decklidtailgatehatchback - 
ie.,  the parts that would have been marked if the vehicle had parts marking. 

’ I n  whole” No major parts missing; but there is damage to the vehicle such as being stripped 
of other than major parts andlor wrecked, burned, etc. 

‘%tact” No major parts missing; no damage to the vehicle other than that caused when the 
thieves entered and operated the vehicle; ordinary wear and tear. 

The NICB assists law enforcement agencies by matching reports of stolen vehicles with reports of 
vehicle recoveries, and impounded vehicles. The NICB also helps with investigative inquiries. 

21 



The IMS and HLDI collect and compile the insurance industry annual report on theft experience 
and its effect on insurance premiums. This report is submitted to the Department of 

Transportation, as required by the 1984 Act. HLDI also compiIes and disseminates insurance 
claim cost data and insurance thefl losses and prepares industry reports annually. 

* 

The h t i  Car Theft Act of 1992 calls for two new or expanded systems: the National Motor 
Vehicle Title Infomation System and the National Stolen Auto Part Information System. The 
Justice Department is setting up the first system after considering the recommendations of an 
expert advisory committee that prepared a report in 1994 for the President, Congress, and State 
Governors. A pilot project for the system is under development in Virginia, Florida, Indiana and 
Massachusetts. The American Association of Motor Vehicle Administrators is managing the 

project and the R.L. Polk Company is also participating. Three other states, Maryland, Delaware, 
and New York are expected to participate as well. The stolen auto parts system is an expansion 
of a NCIC system that existed before the 1992 Act. These two systems are either not completely 
in place or are so new that their effects on vehicle theft (on the prevention, recovery or 
apprehension of auto thieves) cannot be evaluated at this time. 

Current data and views on what changes have taken place in collecting and disseminating motor 
vehicle theft information are based on a survey of state motor vehicle administrations and the 
annual insurance reporting information sent to the Department All the state motor vehicle 
administrations in 1991 agreed that there had been no changes in information sharing practices 
between 1983-1986 (before the I984 Act's provisions were implemented) and 1987-1988. By 
1996, however, one-third had experienced gradual changes in the way information was shared due 
mainly to improvements in infonnation-processing technology implemented since 1988. 
Nevertheless, the majority still felt that no changes occurred after 1988. 

Databases became more complete and accessible to the agencies needing the information. In 
1991, three-fourths of the state agencies recorded the recovered vehicle's condition, by 1996 this 
had grown to almost 90 percent. Almost 80 percent of the states surveyed in 1996 had made 
changes to procedures regarding the collection and recording of vehicle recovery information 
since 1986, as a direct result of the 1984 and 1992 Acts. New technology has provided for 
increased data collection and dissemination and resulted in changes in these processes. Au states 
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surveyed participated with the NCIC and equivdent state-level organizations. Two-thirds 
indicated that state and local law enforcement agencies played a major role in collecting and 
recording vehicle theft and recovery information. In other words, although there have not been 
major changes in the type of information collected, technology improvements have made it easier 
to access and share the information. 

Each year since 1986, the insurance industry has reported to the Department on collecting and 
disseminating motor vehicle theft and recovery data as well as effects on insurance premiums and 
other related matters. In 1986, there were 24 companies that reported, while in 1992 (the latest 
year of information available for this report), 19 companies reported. 

Percent of insurance companies that: 
- 1986 1992 

Reported thefts and recoveries to NICB 83 76 
Notified local law enforcement agencies 20 60 

Notified other insurance companies or statelfederal agencies 33 33 

Did not notify any outside organization 10 10 

Insurance companies have made some progress in directly disseminating auto theft and recovery 
information, including a threefold increase of reporting to local law enforcement agencies. 
Nevertheless, it is clear that insurance companies still rely most heavily on the NlCB as a 
cIearinghouse for such infomation. 

The Econorm 'c Cost of Auto Theft 

The overall cost of motor vehicle thefts to the United States economy is difficult to estimate 
accurately, since not all thefts are reported, the precise value of stolen and recovered vehicles may 
be unknown, and ancillary costs such as insurance adrdnistration, police work, and loss of 
consumers' time are hard to gauge. Based on available data, four estimates were generated, 
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ranging from about $4.0 to $8.3 billion per year The best guess is that the actual cost is near the 

middle, or somewhat below the middle of that range, Le., about $5 or $6 billion per year. 

The lowest estimate is derived from the Uniform Crime Report (UCR), as summarized in Crime 
iir !he United States; 1994 is the most recent year for which data were available. The total value 
of vehicles stolen in 1994, as reported to police agencies, was $7.6 billion (based on Crime in the 
United Slates, 1994, p 50). While over 80 percent of the vehicles were eventually recovered, 
many of them are damaged or have parts missing; only 61. I percent of the value of the stoIen 
vehicles was recovered (ibid, p. 205). The other 38.9 percent of the value, $2.957 billion was 
lost. To those direct losses, it is necessary to add the cost of insurance administration, police 
investigation, and time lost by victims (filling out reports, court appearances, acquiring substitute 
transportation, etc.). an estimated markup of 33 7 percent (taken from The Economic Cost of 
Motor Vehicle Crashes, 1994, DOT HS 808 425, p.7). Thus, the overall cost to the economy 
was an estimated $3.954 billion in 1994. Based on the UCR data, the economic cost of motor 
vehicle theft escalated from $2.4 billion in 1985 to $4 billion in 1991, and it leveled off after 1991, 

consistent with the pattern of overall thefts in Table 1 and Figure 1. 

A somewhat higher estimate is derived from NCIC data. In 1995, there were 1,179,856 stolen 
vehicles with an average value of $7,350 (based on Crime in the United States ). The total value 
of the stolen vehicles, according to NCIC, would have been $8.672 billion. If 38.9 percent of that 
value is lost, as was estimated in the UCR data, the direct loss was $3.373 billion. With a 33.7 

percent markup, the net loss to the economy would have been $4.510 billion. 

A nearly identical estimate can be obtained by examining actual premiums paid for comprehensive 
insurance. The Insurance Information Institute reports that the comprehensive policies written for 
motor vehicles during 1995 amounted to 110.8 million insured vehicle years. The average 
premium was $1 16.91 per year. Thus, consumers actually spent $12.954 billion on 
comprehensive premiums. Very close to one-third of comprehensive premiums go to processing 
and paying theft claims: $4.3 18 billion (the remainder goes to processing and paying claims for 
vandalism, fires, floods, etc.). When an 8.7 percent markup is added for police investigation and 
time lost by victims, the cost to the economy is $4.694 billion. 
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The preceding estimate may be considered low because many stolen vehicles are not insured by 
comprehensive policies. For an upper bound, let it be assumed that all of the 196.6 million 
vehicles,on the road in 1995 had comprehensive insurance, at the same $1 16.91 premium as 
above. In that case, the total cost of premjums would have been $22.985 biIlion, the portion used 
for processing and paying theft claims $7.662 billion, and the cost to the economy, after the 8.7 

percent markup, $8.329 billion. However, this is undoubtedly an overestimate. It is primarily 
older vehicles that do not have comprehensive policies, and since their value has substantially 
depreciated, their average premiums, if they had such policies, would have been less than 
$1 16.91. 

The Cost of Marking Parts 

To comply with the standard, up to 14 parts have to be marked. These include the engine and 
transmission, which historically had already been marked with the entire VTN or a WN derivative 
of eight to nine digits. If manufacturers had been using the VIN derivative on or before October 
24, 1984, they were permitted to continue using it: The other parts that were marked were the 
front fenders (Z), doors (2 or 4), bumpers (2), rear quarter panels (2), hood and 
decklid/tailgate/hatchback. 

When labels are used, the 17 digit VIN must be printed indelibly, and the label permanently 
f i x e d  to the part. If the label is removed it must self-destruct by tearing or making the VTN 
illegible. Removing the label must also alter the appearance of the area where it was affixed so 

that evidence remains that a label was originally there. Any attempts to alter the number on a 
label must Ieave traces of the original number. Standards also apply to new replacement parts: 
they do not have a VIN but instead have the DOT logo and the letter “R” to indicate that they are 
new replacement parts. 

Since the beginning of parts marking, manufacturers have met the requirements with adhesive 
backed labels made by a variety of suppliers. In accordance with Section 604(b)( 1) of the I984 
Theft Act, the cost of marking engines and transmissions was not taken into account in esthating 



the cost of pans marking since these parts have historically been marked with the VM or MN derivative. 

The 1984 Theft Act limited the cost to manufacturers to $15 per car (in 1984 dollars) or less. In 
1995 dollars, the maximum cost per car would be $22 (based on the Consumer Price Index for aI1 

items, United States city average). Using a detailed production analysis process and factors to 

estimate the consumer cost, the 1991 report to Congress showed that actual costs were well 
within the permissible amount. The highest cost to a manufacturer among the make-models 

analyzed was $3.35 per passenger car and the highest cost to purchasers was $5.49 per car. The 
average cost per car was $4.14. These estimates were in 1988 dollars. There is no evidence to 

suggest that the cost of labels and the cost of the manufacturing assembly process have changed. 
Thus the average cost to the purchaser, per car, in 1995 dollars is estimated to be $4.92. 

A two percent reduction in thefts among 0-3 year old cars would generate a consumer benefit that 
would more than pay for the cost of the labels. The cost-benefit analysis is as follows: in 1995, 

when 3.2 million cars with marked parts were soid, the cost to consumers for parts marking was 
$15.7 million. Also in 1995, thieves stole 50,13 I model year 1992-95 cars with marked parts 
(i.e., 0-3 years old). The average market value in 1995 of these new or partially depreciated cars 

was $14,833 (Source: Average New Car Prices 1993-1996 Automo tive News Market Dat a 
Books and the Used Car Book). The types of theft most likely to be deterred by parts marking 

(chop shop operations, retag) typically result in a total or near-total loss of the vehicle ($14,833); 
after adding the cost of insurance administration, police investigation and victims’ lost time, the 
cost to the economy is $19,832. Given the $15.7 million cost of parts marking, thefts of 0-3 year 
old passenger cars would have to drop by about 792 (Le., $15,700,000/$19,832) to have the 
benefit in terms of auto thefts avoided equal to the cost of parts marking. That amounts to 
approximately 1.6 percent of the 50,13 1 thefts of 0-3 year old cars with marked pans. 

In the 1991 report to Congress, the subject of removal of labels was discussed. it was found at 
that time that it was possible to completely remove the label and its adhesive and even any traces 
that the parts was originally labeled. A national survey of auto theft investigators conducted for 
the Justice Department in 1996 found that the most serious obstacle to making effective use of 
labels is their ease of removal. Once the label is removed and its trace wiped out, it is, of course, 
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of no value for proving the parts are stolen because the owner cannot be traced. A more 

permanent system of parts marking could help overcome that obstacle 

Arrest and Prosecution 

The 1991 report to Congress discussed the dramatic rise in the number of persons arrested for 
auto theft during the years immediately following the Theft Act of 1984: there were 133,900 

arrests in 1985 and 208,400 in 1988, the latest year of data available for that report. 
Subsequently, arrests peaked at 228,500 in 1989, but have leveled off since then. In 1994, an 

estimated 200,200 people were arrested for auto theft or attempted theft in the United States. 

In 1991, no national prosecution data were available on cases involving the parts marking 
standard. The 1991 report to Congress estimated 35,000 convicted auto theft cases involving 
50,000 convicted defendants. The 1991 report indicated that the odds of being arrested and 

serving time in prison (more than one year) were one in 100. 

The 1991 report to Congress also discussed Federal cases prosecuted under the new sections of 
the 1984 Act: 180 cases involving 258 defendants and resulting in I 14 convictions and 159 

convicted defendants. During 1985-89, over I ,  100 other cases were filed under U. S .  laws in 
existence before the 1984 Act, primarily brought to the courts after FBI investigations. 

The Justice Department reponed the following Federal court activity in motor vehicle theft from 
1985 through 1993 (Figure 4): 

FIGURE 4. FEDERAL COURT MOTOR VEHICLE 
THEFT STATISTICS 
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The Federal statistics seem to indicate that court activity peaked in 1987 and again in 1993. The 
actual number of cases is so small that no conclusions can be drawn fiom these data. 

The 199 1 report to Congress did not include any statistical analyses of parts marking in 

apprehending, arresting, and prosecuting car thieves because of insufficient data, but it contained 
summaries of individual cases where parts marking helped accomplish those goals. The report 

concIuded that auto theft investigators were able to use labels to their advantage in chop shop 
cases, inspections of salvage yards, steal-to-order operations, and insurance fraud. 

Surveys of District Attorneys 

For both the I99 1 report to Congress and this report, surveys were conducted of state district 
attorneys, motor vehicle administrations and law enforcement agencies to determine the effects of 
the 1984 and 1992 Acts on apprehending, arresting, prosecuting, convicting, and sentencing chop 
shop owners and "professional" auto thieves as we11 as chop shop operations and monitoring body 

shops. The second survey showed a moderate increase in the number of prosecutions under the 
1984 and 1992 Acts and an even larger increase in the level of effort that could be directed to 

each prosecution. In 199 1, very few of the district attorneys reported that the 1984 Act made 
prosecution of professional auto thieves and chop shop operators easier. Similarly, only four 

percent reported an increase in the number of prosecuted cases as a result of the 1984 Act and 
none ofthe district attorneys had increased their efforts to prosecute auto theft cases. By 1996, 

over 20 percent had seen an increase in the number of prosecuted cases in their jurisdictions and 
10 percent saw a decrease in the auto theft rates as a result of the 1984 and 1992 Acts, dthough 

two-thirds of the district attorneys reported that the number of prosecuted cases had not changed 
as a result of the 1984 and 1992 Acts. In 1996, two-thirds of the district attorneys did increase 

their efforts on a case-by-case basis in prosecuting these cases. Half of them indicated that the 
1984 and 1992 Acts were responsible for this increase and the other half indicated that increased 

motor vehicle thefts and administrative changes were the cause of their increased efforts. 

In 1991, an overwhelming 96 percent of the district attorneys reported that convictions were not 

affected by the 1984 Act. There were no changes in sentencing (most said that fist offenders got 
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suspended sentences andlor fines and subsequent offenders were put in jaiYprison). In contrast, 
by 1996, almost half of the district attorneys reported an increase in convictions and most of them 
attributed this to the 1984 and 1992 Acts. District attorneys reported stiffer sentencing in 45 

percent of the convictions, including a 75 percent increase in jail sentences. This could have been 
even higher but prison overcrowding in one jurisdiction necessitated automatic probation for 
thefts vaIued under $20,000. Other benefits ofthe 1984 and 1992 Acts include: district attorneys 
working more closely with law enforcement agencies; auto theft prevention authorities being 
established to prevent, arrest, and prosecute auto theft cases; and greater success in catching 
violators. 

Surveys of Law Enforcement Agencies 

The surveys of law enforcement agencies Lane in 199 1 and 96 did not reveal dramatic c ianges 
in their attitudes about the deterrent effect of parts marking. In 1991, most auto theft 
investigators at law enforcement agencies anticipated no effect in reduction of auto thefts for chop 
shop operations. They felt that if there was a demand for a part, even if marked, thieves would 
steal the part. Nevertheless, about 45 percent of the investigators felt that parts marking might 
make professional thieves more cautious or even completely deter them. Another one-third of the 
investigators thought that auto thieves looked upon parts marking as an inconvenience. AI1 
investigators thought that parts marking had no effect on amateur thieves. The 1996 survey was 
also split. Half the investigators felt that parts marking did deter professional auto thieves and the 
other half did not. Those who thought parts marking was beneficial felt that it had the greatest 
effect on chop shop operators because it did increase the cost of "doing business". 

However, the surveys showed that the agencies had even more positive attitudes about parts 
marking as a tool for arresting and prosecuting thieves in 1996 than in 1991. In 1991, while most 
law enforcement officers said there was no effect on thefts, arrests, and prosecution of auto 
thieves as a result of the 1984 Act, most of them did feel that parts marking did assist in 

identifjing and recovering stolen parts and vehicles. There were no cases reported that were 
prosecuted under the sections of the 1984 Act. By 1996, arrests and prosecutions had changed 
dramatically. About three fourths of the law enforcement agencies in the big cities surveyed (3 1 

- 
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of 32 of the largest cities in the U.S. were surveyed) said that parts marking helped in arresting 
both chop shop owners and professional auto thieves for these reasons: 

0 

0 

Labels make it possible to detect stolen pandvehicles 
Missing, damaged, counterfeit, miss-matched VTN's on parts is sufficient evidence for 
officers to seize parts as evidence and make subsequent arrests. 
Without labels serving as "red-flags", investigators would have no reason to suspect cars 
or parts are stolen. 
In many inspections of restored salvage vehicles, labels have led to evidence of stolen 
parts or the total vehicle. 

0 

0 

Survevs of Motor VehicIe Administrations 

Surveys for the 1991 report to Congress and again in 1996 show that since 1983 to the present 
there has been little or no change in monitoring body shops. Lack of funds for inspectors is the 
primary cause for this even though the I984 and 1992 Acts have given more methods for 
inspectors to detect stolen parts being used by body shops. 

Motor vehicle administrations have continuously increased their investigative efforts. In 1991, 

one fourth reported increased effort as a result of the 1984 Act. By 1996, almost 45 percent of 
reporting administrations indicated increased investigative effort. 

From the surveys of district attorneys, auto theft investigators, and motor vehicle administrations, 
advances in apprehending, arresting, prosecuting, convicting, and sentencing as a result of the 
1984 and 1992 Acts seem evident. 

Insurance Premiums 

Motor vehicle thefts are covered under the comprehensive portion of insurance policies. 
Comprehensive also includes coverage for floods, fires and vandalism - events not related to 
collisions. At the time of the 1991 report, based on information fiom insurers, thefts represented 
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about 40 percent of the cost of comprehensive claims. By 1995, according to the Insurance 
Information Institute, this proportion had dropped to one-third of the cost of those claims. As 
stated in the preceding section on “The Economic Cost of Auto Theft,” comprehensive premiums 
amounted to $12.954 billion in the United States in 1995. Thus, $4.318 billion of those premiums 
were used to process and pay theft claims. 

The 1934 Theft Act specifies insurer reporting requirements including an explanation of the basis 
for setting comprehensive insurance premiums and premium penalties for motor vehicles 
considered as most likely to be stolen. The following is a summary of the insurer’s explanations. 

Many insurers establish comprehensive rates on a statewide basis using total comprehensive loss 
experience -- the theft component is not identified. This is done because the insurers’ theft loss 
experience is insufficient for rate setting. In fact, some insurers’ total loss experience is 

inadequate to serve as a basis for comprehensive rates. These insurers rely on the aggregate of 
many companies, compiled by a rating organization such as the Insurance Services Office, Inc. 
(ISO). 

Statewide rates are established by individual makes and models based on rating symbols. These 
designations reflect the new vehicle price and its damageability/repairability. The individual rating 
symbols may be adjusted up or down for the state, based on combining collision losses with all 
losses covered by comprehensive insurance. Since the bulk of the total cost experience comes 

From physical damage arising from collisions, adjusted rating symbols correIate more closely to 

collision experience rather than theft experience. Rates are further adjusted for: the location 
where the vehicle is driven, the vehicle age, and driver and vehicle use characteristics. Other 
elements for premium rates and penalties include vehicle size, design, performance, sportiness and 
production levels. 

. 

In addition to the aforementioned factors for rate setting, some states require that rates be 
submitted for information only; others approve rates before they can be used, and in a few states 
the insurance commissions actually set the premium rates. Before establishing the premium rates 
for comprehensive coverage, most insurance companies determine how much is needed statewide 

c 
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to cover their anticipated claims, expenses and profit. Then they adjust for the difference between 
what they collect currently and what they need to collect from policies in the state. 

While theft losses amount to 33 percent of comprehensive claim payments and only six percent of 
all auto insurance claims, they do constitute an implicit basis for setting rates. Insurance claim 
payments were analyzed for the 1991 report to the Congress. No significant difference was found 
between marked cars and unmarked cars. That analysis was based on 1983 through 1988 claim 
payment data for marked and unmarked cars. The Highway Loss Data Institute (HLDI), a part of 
the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, was the source of the claim data. This data base is 
not available to NHTSA beyond 1989, and the analysis in the 1991 report has not been updated. 

Insurance Claim Payments for Recovered Vehicles Before and After Inception of Parts Marking 

Highway Loss Data Institute (HLDI) collects information From insurance companies on the 
number of thefts, the number of insurance claims, and the average dollar amount paid by the 
insurance company for unmarked and marked vehicle lines or vehicles with factory installed anti- 
theft devices. Data on recovery condition is available after 1989 but the average claim data were 
not reported after that year. However, the data available for 1990-1992 are not comparable to 
previous data and were not included in the analyses. 

Average theft claims paid for recovered cars were compared for cars without marked parts, cars 
with marked parts, and for cars with factory installed anti-theft devices and their predecessors. 
Table 4 presents the average claim amounts in 1995 dollars and number of claims paid for the 

three categories of passenger cars for the period prior to parts marking (1 983- 1986) and the 
period after parts marking took effect ( I  987-1 989). 

For parts marking to be successfi~l in reducing the proportion of thefts by professional thieves, it 
would be expected that the average theft claim cost for recovered marked vehicles would drop. 
One might expect the same result for vehicles with factory installed anti-theft devices. While the 
average theft claim costs for current mode! year marked vehicles did decrease by 4.8 percent for 
the three year period after the marking program began, claim costs for unmarked vehicles for the 
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same time period were reduced even fbrther by 7 percent. Claim payments for the vehicles with 
factory installed anti-theft devices rose by 3.6 percent for the same time period. 

For parts marking to have resulted in a decrease in claim payments, marked vehicles would have 
to have experienced a larger drop in payments than the unmarked vehicles. This is based on the 
assumption that thieves are aware of the vehicle lines that were covered by the marking standard. 
However, average claim payments €or unmarked vehicles dropped even further than those for the 
marked vehicles. There was a reduction in claim payments after implementation of the standard, 
but it is not clear that parts marking was the cause of the reduction for both marked and 
unmarked vehicles. If thieves were not aware of which Iines had marked parts and simply reacted 
to the standard, then parts marking may have been responsible for the overall drop in claim 
payments after implementation of the standard. 

Claim payments for vehicles with factory installed anti-theft devices increased at about the same 
percent as the other two dropped. It is possible that the vehicle lines with factory installed anti- 
theft devices are recognized more easily. Thieves may be finding it easier to bypass the devices 
and are stealing them more than other vehicles. - 

TABLE 4. AVERAGE THEFT CLAIM P A " T S  & NUMBER OF CLAIMS FOR CMY MARKED & 

UNMARKED AND ANTI-THEFT PASSENGER CARS 

M U k d  $15,625 4,250 $14,456 3,269 $15,288 775 S14,872 4,044 

M - m n  S19,873 559 $19,485 2.787 $21,677 66 $20,581 2,853 +S708 +3.6% 
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The absolute number of claims deciined for marked cars, but increased for unmarked and antitheft 
cars when comparing the four prestandard years to the three post standard years of claims. 

Csed Replacement Parts 

The 1984 Act requires the insurance industry to respond to the Department of Transportation’s 
questions on their used part policies. Their responses since the enactment of the 1984 and 1992 

Acts have shown little change regarding their poIicies on used replacement parts. These are their 

responses fiom 1986 through 1992: 

0 Between 69 and 87 percent of those reporting encourage the use of used parts for auto 

crash repairs. 
One-half to two-thirds of the insurance companies rely on repair shops to obtain parts 
from reputable sources. 
Less than one percent of the reporting insurers have any actual policy regarding checking 

used parts for VIN markings andor checking with the NICB or law enforcement agencies 

if the VIN shows up in theft records. 
In 1986 and 1987, one percent of the responding insurance companies required 
documentation of the source of used parts -- name, address, etc. In 1989 and 1990, this 

had increased to 17 percent, but returned to less than one percent in 1991 and 1992. The 
1989 and 1990 increase in companies requiring documentation may be a reporting 
variation, because in those years, twice the number of companies submitted reports as 

0 

0 

0 

compared to the other two time periods. 

Insurance companies seem to favor having repair shops fix vehicles with used parts, but do not 
seem to have incurred the added expense of having a system to verify that the used parts are 
obtained legitimately. 

The Condition of Recovered Vehicles 

Parts Marking and Insurance Claims. The 1984 and 1992 Theft Acts require major motor vehicle 
parts be marked with the VIN. If the program is effective in deterring theft of major parts, there 
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should be fewer stolen marked vehicles that are recovered with these parts missing. If the 

program is even more effective, there might be a spill over for unmarked stolen vehicles being 
recovered. These vehicles would also have less major parts missing. With this in mind, the 1984 

Act required the collection of data on recovered stolen vehicles in three categories: intact (no 
pans missing but with damage from unauthorized entry), in-part (major parts, which for marked 
vehicles would have VM markings, missing), and in-whole (other motor vehicle parts that are not 
required to be marked are missing). 

If the parts marking program aids in reducing the number of vehicles stolen for their parts, then 
the percent of marked vehicles which were recovered in-part (i.e., major parts missing) should 
decrease after parts marking began. Highway Loss Data Institute (HLDI), with vehicle condition 
from the NICB, provides insurance data which includes the number of claims and average 
payment for vehicles recovered: in-part (Le., vehicle recovered with one or more major parts 
missing at the time of recovery); intact (Le., vehicle recovered with no major parts missing at the 
time of recovery); or in-whole (i.e., vehicle recovered with no major parts missing but may have 
other parts missing at the time of the recovery or with damage in addition to that sustained during 
unauthorized entry and operation). 

Insurance data were compared for pre- (1 986) vs. post- standard (1 987 - 1989) years. Table 5 

shows the intact, in-part, and in-whole percent of claims and average payment for marked and 
unmarked vehicles. The pre-standard year (1986) is compared to the post-standard years (1987- 

1989). Only one additional year of claim payment data by recovery condition (1989) was 

available since the 1991 report to Congress. That year is compared to the 1987-1988 data to 
determine any continuing or changing trends. Data on recovery condition for insurance claims but 
without claim payment amount was collected afker 1989, but this data is not comparable to the 
1986 through 1989 data for several reasons: samples were collected from different insurance 
companies, the coding identifiers for vehicle condition had been changed and it doesn’t appear 
that they were consistently applied, motor vehicles were incorrectly placed in vehicle classes. 

1 Therefore, the analysis of recovered stolen vehicle condition had to be based on 1986 through 
1989 data. 
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Percent of Claims. In-part claims have dropped from the pre- standard year 1986 through the 

post-standard years 1987-1989. The percent of in-part claims for marked vehicles decreased 46 
percent From the pre- vs. the two post-standard years &e., I986 vs. 1987-1988). The trend 

continued and dropped another 33 percent from 1987-1988 to 1989. In-part claims accounted for 
15 percent of claims in 1987-1988 and 10 percent in 1989. At the same time, in-part claims for 
unmarked vehicles experienced an overall drop of 52 percent for the pre- vs. the three post- 
standard years. This trend included drops From 22 percent in 1986 to 11 percent in 1987-1988 

and to 10 percent in 1987-1988. 

In comparison, the number of in-whole claims have increased by 32 percent for marked and 27 
percent for unmarked vehicles during the pre- to three year post-standard time frame. The 

increase also continued in 1987-1988 vs. 1989 post-standard time frames from 76 to 80 percent 

for marked and 77 to 80 percent for unmarked vehicles. This represents a 5 3 percent increase for 
marked vehicles and a 3.9 percent increase for unmarked vehicles. 

The claims also dropped for both marked (27 percent) and unmarked (3 1 percent) vehicles for 
that same pre- and post-period time period. Overall intact claims for marked vehicles dropped 
From 13 percent in 1986 to 9.5 percent in 1987-1 989 and for unmarked vehicles from 16 percent 
to 1 1  percent for that same time period. From 1987-1988 to 1989, intact claims for marked 

vehicIes increased slightly From 9 to 10 percent and intact claims for unmarked vehicles decreased 
from I2 to 10 percent. 

Claim Payments Average claim payments from insurance companies have dropped for all but the 
in-whole marked vehicles. The average claim payments for in-part marked vehicles dropped 2.3 
percent while the in-whoIe payments for unmarked vehicles rose 12.6 percent fiom the 1986 pre- 

to the 1987-1989 post-standard years. Unmarked vehicle claim payments dropped 2.6 percent of 
in-part, 8.8 percent for in-whoIe and 13.6 percent for intact payments. 

m. The data show that in-part claims for both marked and unmarked vehicles dropped 

initially after parts marking was introduced and continued to drop from the post-standard 1987- 
1988 to 1989 years. Intact claims have also dropped during that period. In comparison, the 
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number of in-whole claims for both marked and unmarked vehides has increased over the same 
time period. 
Average payments for all claims except in-whole marked vehicle thefts have also dropped From 
the pre- to post-standard time period. It would appear that the marking standard has provided a 

deterrent effect to thieves These trends suggest the possibility that thieves are less willing to 

steal major parts from vehicles which may require marking. Instead they are stealing other vehicle 
parts which are not covered by the marking standard. 
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TABLE 5 .  PERCENT OF CLAIMS AND AVERAGE PAYMENTS FOR IN-PART, INTACT, AND M-WHOLE [NSURANCE CLAIMS 

M&l& 

Recovvy Status 

t996CMY 1987-1988CMY 1987-191(9 CMY I)ifferencc 19w7-1911u Uiflcrenrr 1% V Y  19W CMY 
p r r - s b d d  Pu+Slmdard Pod-S(udad v 1  r9n9 IYW7-1%9 

Pct. of Avg. P ~ L  or Avg. PcC.Of Avg P h o f  Avt. PrC.of Avg. m.or AVg. 

Curmr Payment C.l"i Payment C l l l n u  Payment Clalrm Payment Clvinls Yaymcnt Clahii Paynimt 

In-Part 

Intact 

Ln-whole 

28% $15,635 15% 615,610 10% $14,927 125% $15,269 3 3 3 %  I 4 4 %  I 55% 1 23% I 

13% S10.570 9% $ 8.329 10% $12,858 95% $10,594 11 1% I 5 4 4 %  I 27% I 02%I 

59% $ 9,922 76% $ 9.638 80% $12,702 78% $11,170 5.3% I 318% I 32%1 1269'01 

In-whole I 62% I S 8.868 I 77% 1 S 7.883 [ 80% I $ 8,298 I 78.5% I $ 8,091 I 3 9% I I 5.3% I 1 27% I 1 8.8% 1 

In-Part 1 1 %  
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$12,509 10% $12,028 10.5% $12.268 9 I %  I 3.8% 1 52% I 2.6% 1 

Inlact I 16% I !§ 8.578 1 12% I S 7,162 I 10% I $ 1,664 I II.O?h S 7,413 167% I 7.0% I 31% I 13.6% I 



Ade_uacy of Theft Laws 

In the 1991 report to Congress, it was too early to make a definitive statement about the 
adequacy and effectiveness of the Federal and State laws designed to prevent the distribution of 
used parts removed from stolen motor vehicles. While effectiveness still cannot be proved with 
statistical confidence, the laws do seem to have led to an improvement in prosecuting and 
convicting auto thieves. Comparisons of surveys of district attorneys in 199 1 and I996 show that 
the 1984 and 1992 Federal Acts increased prosecutions and, especially, convictions. Since the 
number of cases that are prosecuted is influenced by the total court caseload, it is not surprising 
that the number of prosecuted theft cases may not have grown as rapidly as might be expected. 
However, once a theft case is prosecuted, the probability of conviction has been greater since 
passage of the two Federal Acts. Undoubtedly the Acts have helped by providing prosecutors 
with better evidence (marked parts) and because they made trafficking in stolen vehicle pans or 
tampering with VM marking Federal offenses. Once a thief is convicted, there is a strong 

1 

Iikelihood that the sentence will be greater, with increased fines and jail time. 

Most ofthe states surveyed in 1996 made legislative changes between 1993 and 1994 in response 
to the Federal Acts. For example, the sentencing guidelines were changed and the severity and 

length of penalties were increased. The survey done for the 199 I report to the Congress did not 
find any changes in state legislation. 

It also is still true, as it was for the 1991 report, that the efforts by various state and local 
government associations, privately hnded organizations, legislators, police agencies, insurance 
companies and others in the private sector have been instrumental in creating and sponsoring laws 
and statutes dealing with titling, inspections and licensing of vehicle and parts businesses. It is 
anticipated that the Motor Vehicle Titling, Registration and Salvage Advisory Committee report 
of 1994, as its recommendations are implemented, will also help achieve better and-more uniform 
statutes dealing with these subjects. The end result will be to make it more difficult for thieves 
and forgers to tra5c in stolen vehicles and parts. 
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The Adequacy of Trackins Svstems for Theft Investigators 

Motor vehicle theft investigators were surveyed for both the 1991 report to Congress and this 
report. In  1991, law enforcement officials said that professionaI thieves appeared to be more 
cautious when deciding which vehicles to steal, but that they stole cars with marked parts and 
took measures to make it difficult for law enforcement to find the stolen car or its parts. The 
parts marking standard had not been in effect long enough to be a deterrent to thieves stealing 
cars 

By 1996, about half the auto theft investigators interviewed felt that parts marking was effective 
in deterring thieves. Professional thieves know which cars have marked parts and won’t steal a 
vehicle unless there is a safe and sure place to selVdispose of the vehicle or its parts. Labels won’t 
deter some thieves but some body shops won’t purchase parts with missing labels and they 
demand paperwork documenting the parts’ source. 

A 1996 survey of repair facilities indicated similar benefits for parts marking. Salvage yards are 
reluctant to accept or keep parts without labels. Chop shops now do things differently because 
there is an increased threat of being inspected and they can be caught for having parts with 
missing labels. Legitimate body shops keep records of who brought in parts and honest 
businesses very frequently report suspicious parts. They know that they can go to jail if their 
business receives stolen unlabelled parts, so there is an incentive for thieves to avoid seIIing stolen 
parts to these businesses. 

While some investigators surveyed at seaports felt that labelling deterred crating and exporting 
stolen vehicles, others reported that the labels had no impact on exports. None of the reporting 
cities included in the survey, however, were located near the borders with Mexico or Canada, 

Several investigators volunteered that, even if labels do not have a deterrent effect on auto theft, 
they do increase the “cost of doing business” to thieves. Stolen parts have to have their labels 
removed. That takes time and money and increases the risk of arrest. The extra time thieves need 
to select cars without labels also complicates their operations. 
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Labels also reduce the investigative burden If the v I ” s  on the labels match the \Vi on the 

dash, this can reduce the checking process This saved time may enable investigators to devote 
more time to catching thieves All surveyed investigators found that the labels resulted in more 

productive labor on their part. 

Benefits of Pans Markng to Other Classes of Mota  Vehicles 

The statistical analyses of the effectiveness of parts marking in the “high theft” passenger car lines 
did not produce specific quantitative estimates of their effect in deterring thieves, but-the data 
seem to suggest that parts marking has had benefits, quite possibly beyond the break-even point 
with the cost of producing the labels and putting them on the designated parts Because of the 

timing of this report and the rulemaking process, data were not available for “low thew’ car lines 
and multipurpose vehicles that have been marked beginning with the 1997 model year. 

Surveys confirm the benefits of parts marking as an important component of the 1984 and 1992 

Acts. Auto theft investigators report that labels on parts have saved them investigative time so 
they can be more productive. Prosecutors are getting more convictions because of better 

evidence with marked parts and additional statutes for charging criminals. Convicted auto thieves 

are getting longer jail sentences, thus keeping them off the streets and acting as a better deterrent 

to auto theft. All these are benefits of the parts marking system, but they are difficult to measure 
in quantitative terms. 

One shortcoming of current markings is that they can be obliterated. More permanent methods of 
marking parts might substantialiy improve effectiveness. Since current markings cost less than $5 

per car and the Act allows a cost up to $22 per car (in 1995 dollars), there is considerable room 
for developing more effective markings, even if they carry some additional cost. Any 

improvement in the permanence of marking parts would have to result in better effectiveness in 
deterring thefts or increasing recoveries. At the maximum dowed cost per car of $22, parts 
marking with more permanence would have an upper effectiveness bound of seven percent to pay 
for additional cost of marking. 

41 



Given that parts marking appears to be effective in the passenger car lines currently marked, there 
is little reason to doubt that it could also have benefits for other passenger vehicles: currently 
unmarked car lines, light duty pickup trucks and multipurpose passenger vehicles (MPV’s), since 

those vehicles are stolen for similar reasons, including chop shop operations. Parts marking is less 
likely to be effective for heavy trucks, buses and motorcycles, vehicIe types that generally do not 

pass through chop shops. 

In 1984, passenger cars represented 73 percent of stolen motor vehicles. Light trucks (pickup 
trucks, vans and SW’s) were 14 percent of the stolen vehicles in 1984 followed by motorcydes 

at 8 percent and heavy trucks at 5 percent. In 1995, passenger cars still represented 71 percent of 
stolen vehicles but light trucks had increased to 24 percent, with motorcycles shrinking to 3 

percent and heavy trucks to 2 percent. Obviously, light trucks, because of their growing market 

share, account for a growing proportion of motor vehicle thefts. Although theft rates for both 
passenger cars and light trucks have dropped since 1989-90, they have nevertheless increased 

from 1984 to 1995 by 25 percent and 14 percent respectively. In the other two vehicle 
categories, heavy trucks and motorcycles, theft rates have decreased over 50 percent and 20 
percent respectively. Since cars and light trucks account for an increasing proportion of thefts, 
they are more in need of countermeasures than heavy trucks and motorcycles. 
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APPENDLY .A 

EFFECT OF P-ARTS MARKING kW ANTITHEFT DEVICES 
ON THEFT Ah-D RECOVERY U T E S  

.A key requirement of the Antitheft . k t  of 1984 was that a large number of model year 1987 
passenger cars would have marked pans or antitheft devices By now, these cars have been on the 
road for a long time Their theft and recovery rates can be tracked for several years and compared 
to the corresponding rates for cars without marked parts or factory-instalIed antitheft devices - 
potentially allowing an evaluation of the effectiveness of those remedies At the time of the I991 
Report to the Congress, a comprehensive evaIuation was impossible simply because there were not 
enough data on cars with marked parts or antitheft devices. Now there are many data, but biases in 
the data still obstruct the evaluation. The analyses described herein cannot go so far as to attribute 
a specific percentage reduction in thefts or increase in recoveries to parts marking or a single 
effectiveness number for antitheft devices. Nevertheless, they do suggest that parts marking quite 
possibly had some effms at times. They also demonstrate that at least one group of antitheft devices 
has been highly effective in reducing thefts. Since even a small benefit of parts marking would be 
sufficient to justify its low cost, these fragmentary analysis results can be viewed positively - 
especially in the context of the all-encompassing finding of this report: overall theft rates, which grew 
in the earlier 1980s, leveled off in the late 1980's and declined in the mid 1990's Parts marking and 
antitheft devices are elements of the 1984-92 battery of measures to deter theft. They are 
components of a process that has, on the whole, experienced success. 

Potential Effects of Parts Marking or Antitheft Devfces 
Before proceeding with the analyses, it is appropriate to consider what sorts of effects might be 
expected for parts marking and antitheft devices, how large those effects might possibly be, and how 
that magnitude compares to the effectiveness level needed for those remedies to have societal benefits 
wmmensurate with their costs. Fundamentally, if the remedies are effective, they ought to reduce 
theft rates and/or increase recovery rates. They should reduce the number of unrecovered stolen 
vehicles per miILion registered vehicles. To the extent that many of the vehicles stolen by professional 
thieves - for chop shops, salvage switch and retag, or export - are never recovered, this 
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.-unrecovered theft rate" may be considered as a sort of surrogate for the unknown "professionat" 
thett rate. (The data do not and usually cannot describe why a car was stolen, but if that car is not 
recot.ered, it was quite probably stolen by a professional thief) If the remedies change all three rates 
in the right direction, so much the better, but even if they change just one, especially the unrecovered 
theft rate, it might be good enough. 

These goals would be accomplished through direct effects and deterrent effects. .A direct effect of 
marked parts or antitheft decices would be to allow identification or [ocation of a stolen car (or parts 
of a car), thus assisting the prompt recovery of the car - i.e., an increase in the recovery rate. Above 
all, certain types of antitheft devices might make it hard to steal a car at all - Le., a reduction in theft 
rates. A direct consequence of parts marking would be evidence to help convict the people involved 

in stealing the cars and put them out of the theft business While there have been numerous cases 
where parts marking helped recover cars or convict thieves, it is probably safe to say that the 
deterrent effects are potentially far larger, in quantitative tens ,  than the direct ones. 

The deterrent effect would be to dissuade thieves from stealing cars with marked parts (and possibly 
other cars). But many types of thieves are unlikely to be deterred by marked parts. People who steal 
a car for joyriding, or to wmmit another crime, and intend to abandon it, intact, after a few hours or 
days, have little to fear from parts marking: the marked parts merely duplicate the VIN that can 
readily be seen on the intact VIN plate. In fact, many of them might not even know that parts 
marking exists, let alone what models have it. The activities most likely to be deterred by parts 
marking are chop shops and fraud that involves a change in the reported VTN (salvage switch and 

retag for resale). Here, parts marking could reveal the true source of the parts, or the original VIN 
of the retagged vehicle. However, the 1991 repon suggests that these activities account for only 

about 20-30 percent of all car thefts. Thus, even if parts marking were a highly successfbl deterrent. 
it could not reasonably be expected to reduce overall theft rates by more than 20-30 percent and, in 

all probability, only a Fraction of that reduction can reasonably be expected. 
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On the other hand, only a s m d  reduction in theft is needed to make parts marking cost effective. .As 
discussed in the main repon in “The Cost of hfarking Parts,” a relative reduction in the overall theft 
rate of just 2 percent would already pay for pans marking. 

Antitheft detices. whose costs exceed parts marking by an order of magnitude, would need to show 
substantially higher benefits On what vehicles would the deterrent effect apply? Most immediately, 
on the specisc cars that actuaily had marked parts. In particular, on the make-models that got parts 
marking in 1987, there should be a reduction in the model year (MY) 1987 theft rate, relative to the 
bW 1986 theft rate for the Same models (when they did not yet have marked parts). In other words, 

thieves who steal for chop shops might have been instructed to avoid the specific cars with marked 
parts. The statistical analysis of the theft data would be easy if this were the only place where an 
effect could be expected. 

However, there could likely be other deterrent effects, possibly exceeding in magnitude the narrowly 
focused MY 86-87 effect described above. There might be fewer thefts in those make-models that 

got parts marking even in the model years before the parts were marked. A car thief does not always 
have time to inspect the VTN plate carefully and find the exact model year. It might be expedient to 
avoid stealing cars of the lines that got parts marking, even if their model years are somewhat earlier 
than 1987. Conversely, there might be a delayed effect, for example, as body shops gradually become 
more carefid about the source of their used parts. 

As a consequence, there might be a dual impact on theft rates in the make-models that got parts 
marking in MY 1987: a discernable one-time reduction in the theft rate for M Y  1987 (with parts 

marking) vs. MY 1986 (without parts marking) and, perhaps, a more di f i se ,  gradual reduction in the 
modei years slightly before and after 1987, both resulting in a permanent reduction of the theft rate 
during the 1980’s model years. 

. 

Furthermore, the effect is not necessarily limited to the make-models that got parts marking, but 
could spill over to the lines that were never marked - and it is not clear if the spillover would be 
positive or negative. On the one hand, parts marking, along with other measures of the 1984 and 
1992 laws, might discourage professional car thefts of all types, resulting in a long-term reduction 
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d thefi rates in all makes and models. On the other hand, parts marking on selected makemodels 
could motivate discriminating thieves to concentrate their activities on the unmarked lines, with little 

change in overall theft rates 

The deterrent effect might impact the recovery rate as well as the theft rate. If parts marking deters 

rhefts for chop shops (where the recovery rate is relatively low), but has little effect on joyriding, etc., 
(where it's usually high), the overall recovery rate might be expected to rise after parts marking. 

The Confounding Effect of "Regression to the  Mean" 
The analysis of the effectiveness of parts marking and antitheft devices would have been easier if the 
make-models slated for parts marking in 1987 had been picked on a random basis. In that case, prior 
to 1987, the make-models slated for parts marking would have had the same average theft rate as 
other make-models. Any theft reduction in the marked make-make models during or after MY 1987, 
relative to the rates in the make-models that never got the remedy, could reasonably be attributed to 
the parts marking. Unfortunately for the analyst, the models were not selected on a random basis. 

Tnstead, the make-models that had the highest theft rates in M Y  1983-84 were slated to get parts 
marking in MY 1987. .. 

It is a basic characteristic of any population that "what goes up must come at least part of the way 
down " For example, in a population of lo00 people, the 100 who are the heaviest today will almost 
certainly not be the 100 heaviest a year fiom today. For example, some of those 100 might have a 
condition that makes them heavy this year, but will soon return to their normal weight. These 100 
will probably still be heavier next year, on the average, than the other 900, but they will not be the 
100 heaviest individuals. With each passing year, that original group of 100 will have an average 
weight closer to the average for the other 900. This tendency is called "regression to the mean." 
Now, if these on@ 100 had been given some kind of diet treatment, even if that treatment had been 
worthless, they still would have exhibited a steady weight loss relative to the other 900, because of 
the "regression to the mean" phenomenon. 

The same thing happens with theft rates. The make-models slated for parts marking in MY 1987 

were the ones with the highest theft rates in 1983-84. They included some make-models with 



chronically high [heft rates, but other make-models that, for whatever reason, were highly desirable 

to thieves in 1983-84 but soon lost that special attraction. Times change, tastes change, even in car 
thefts. Ec-en if parts marking had never been implemented, these make-models would undoubtedly 
have experienced a reduction in theft rates (relative to the trend in theft rates for other make-models) 
as early as 1985, and would have continued to experience reductions in 1986, 1987, I988 ... 

However, just as it is difficult to predict how quickly tastes change, it is,difficult to predict how 
quickly the theft rates for the 1983-84 high-theft models ought to regress to the mean, or even to 

predict that the regression will be steady from year to year. 

Under these circumstances, it will be difficult to discern the specific effect of parts-marking from the 
general, uneven regression-to-the-mean trend, unless the former is large relative to the latter. If parts 
marking has reduced thefts by, say, 2 or 3 percent (which would make it highly cost-beneficial), that 

effect could hardly be distinguished from kinks and bends in the regression-to-the-mean trend. In 
short, with these findamentally biased data, even if none of the analyses were to show an effect for 
parts marking, it could still not be concluded that the measure was ineffective, or that it was not cost- 

beneficial. 

Preview of the Analyses 
The choice of analyses is influenced by the manner in which parts marking and factory-installed 
antitheft devices were implemented in the passenger car fleet and by the types of theft, recovery and 
registration data that are available. 

The principal introduction of parts marking took place in model year 1987. Based on theft rates in 
1983-84, a group of make-models with high theft rates, accounting for about 40 percent of passenger 
car registrations, was slated for parts marking from 1987 onwards. A few high-theft make-modeIs, 
fewer than 5 percent of car registrations, were exempted from parts marking and slated to receive 
factory-installed antitheft devices no later than 1987 (and in some cases they got the devices eariier 
than 1987). The remaining, low-theft make-models, over 55  percent of registrations, would get 

neither countermeasure. 
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In  1933 and subsequent years, a small number of additional make-models got parts marking or 
antitheft deLices \lost of them were new make-models, introduced at that time, and never produced 

u ithout the countermeasure However, during 1989-92 several groups of domestic make-models, 
accounting for about 10 percent of car sales in the United States, received antitheft devices in place 
of, or in addition to pans marking Finally, during 1993-95, generally too late to provide data for 
rhese statistical analyses, there were some additional introductions or shifts to pans marking or 

antitheft devices. 

The principal data base was assembled by W T S h ' s  contractor from the theft and recovery records 

of the Yational Crime Information Center (NCIC) and vehicle registration files of R.L. Polk. It 

enumerates how many cars were registered, stolen and recovered, by make-model, model year and 
calendar year. The data base covers calendar years 1984-95, and it includes cars From 0 to 15 years 

The folloming analyses will be performed on the NCICPolk data base: 

Long-term trends in theft rates, MY 1976-95, make-models that got parts marking or 
antitheft devices in 1987 vs. those that were never marked 

Long-term trends in recovery rates. and unrecovered theft rates 

MY 1984-89 trends in theft rates, focusing on changes from MY 86 to 87, make-models that 
got parts marking in 1987 vs. those that were never marked 

M Y  1984-89 trendsin recovery rates and unrecovered theft rates: parts marking in 1987 vs. 

never marked 

M Y  1986-94 trends in theft rates, domestic make-models that switched &om parts marking 
to antitheft devices in 1989-92 vs. control-group make-models 

MY 1986-94 trends in recovery rates and unrecovered theft rates, domestic make-models that 
switched Eom parts marking to antitheft devices in 1989-92 vs. control-group make-models 

A-6 



(7)  Trends in rhe theft rates of other make-models that sot antitheft devices before 1995 

hother  tile was boiled down from data assembled by the Highway Loss Data Institute (HLDI) from 
theft and recovery records supplied by the National Insurance Crime Bureau (MCB) It enumerates 
how many cars uere stolen and recovered, by make-model, model year and calendar year, and it 
enumerates how many of the recoveries were "in part," "in whole,'' or "intact." Registration data are 

not included The data base is complete only for calendar years 1986-9 1, and in most of those years 
it only includes cars from 0 to 2 years old. The following analysis will be performed on the HLDI- 
SICB data base: 

(8) MY 1984-89 trends of "in-part" recoveries vs. other types of recoveries, focusing on changes 
from MY 86 to 87, make-models that got parts marking or antitheft devices in 1987 vs. those 
that were never marked 

Long-Term Theft and Recovery Rates (Model Years 1976-95) 
Figure A-1 compares the theft rates, by model year,. of two groups of passenger cars. The "0" data 
points are the theft rates for make-models that existed in 1984 and did not get parts marking or 
antitheft devices at any f i e .  The "1" data points are the theft rates for make-models that existed in 
1984 and were selected to get parts marking or antitheft devices starting in 1987 (and possibly 
switched fiom one to the othet in a subsequent year). 

The "theft rate" is the logarithm of (theftshegistration years). Cars up to I O  years old are included 
in the rates ( e g ,  the 1984 data point comprises the theft rate of MY 1984 cars throughout CY 1984- 

94). The theft rates are derived from the NCIC-Polk file, which was available for calendar years 
1984-95 (thus, for example, information on MY 1980 cars is only available from CY 1984 onwards, 
i.e.. from age 4 onwards). However, for vehicIes of the current year (MY = CY), the Polk 
registration count is multiplied by 1.495, as recommended by the contractor who developed the data 
base; the purpose of this "ann-on factor" is to make the Polk data for current-year cars (which 
only includes cars registered during the first half of the year) compatible with the NCIC data, which 
include any car stolen during the year, regardless when it was registered. 
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FIGLRE A-1 
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P.ASSENGER C.4R THEFT RATES BY MODEL YE.* 1976-95 
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F i p r e  .+I includes only those make-models that u'ere in production throughout S l Y  1984-89. plus 
any earlier or later mode! years that those make-models existed. Included, for example, are: 

0 

0 

0 

e 

Chevrolet Caprice, Sly 1976-95, no pans marking or antitheft devices 
Ford Mustang, unmarked 1976-86, marked 1987-95 
Pontiac Firebird, unmarked 1976-86, marked 1987-89, antitheft 1989-95 

Dodge Aries. unmarked 198 1-86, marked 1987-89 (produced only in 1981-39) 

hissan Sentra, produced 1982-95 and never marked, etc. 

Figure A- 1 excludes make-models that first got pans markinghitheft devices in 1986, 1988, 1989 

or 1990 (most ofthose were models that did not exist prior to 1987). It also excludes make-models 
that were not produced in all the "core" years 1984-89. Excluded, for example, are: 

0 

0 

0 

Oldsmobile Cutlass Supreme: first got parts marking in I988 
Ford Taurus: first produced in 1986 (but not in 1984 or 1985) 

VW Scirocco: last produced in I988 (but not in 1989) 

Dodge Caravan: not a passenger car 

Two vertical lines are drawn on Figure A-1: one between 1983 and 1984, when the selection was 
made as to what models would get parts marking or antitheft devices, and one just before 1987, when 
the models actually got those remedies. 

Figure A-1 shows some very strong patterns, but not necessarily anything to establish the 
effectiveness of parts marking. The theft rate for the make-models that got parts marking or antitheft 
devices (the 1's) reaches a majestic peak in MY 1983-84. That is hardly surprising: the 
countermeasures were specifically applied to the make-models that had the highest theft rates in 
1983-84. Their theft rate 'mediately begins to drop off in 1985-86, even before parts marking, 
exhibiting "regression to the mean," and continues to drop sharply in 1987-89, after parts 

markinghtitheft devices. Thek theft rates in 1979-83 are practically the mirror image of the pattern 
for 1985-89: the steep increase is unreIated to parts marking (which did not exist before 1987) but 
an exhibit of "digression f?om the mean," as it were. The theft rate for these make-models is 
relatively stable in 1976-79 and 1991-95. 
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3.. i 3 n ; r m .  !he :hefi rates for the make-models [hat never sot parts marking (the 9's) are low during 

;3 -6 - -9 .  rise jtsadil! during 1980-59 unril they meet the l's, and are slightly higher than the 1's 

durins 1990-95 

Figure .A-3 graphs rhe difference in the theft rates for the models that eventually got parts marking 

or.antitheA decices and those that didn't (the 1's and the 0's in Figure A-1) It contains some principal 
tindings ofthe long-term analysis The difference reaches a peak around 1981 and begins to drop 

steadily in 1982, five years before the actual implementation of parts marking. It continues to drop 
until 1990, when it levels off slightly below zero (i e , the cars with parts marking or antitheft devices 

hace lower theft rates that the models that did not get either remedy) Similarly, the difference drops 

off as you work backwards from 1984, and it levels off at about 0.3 in 1976-79. Thus, the main 

effect in Figure A-2 is regression to and from the mean, and most of it (1980-86) occurred during 

years when no cars had parts marking 

Nevertheless, there is another pattern visible in Figure A-2. The average difference for the four years 

1976-79 was + 27, but it was -. 12 for 1991-95 In the long term, the models that got parts marking 

or antitheft devices ended up with lower theft rates (relative to the cars that never got either) than 

they had before the whole process started. Quantitatively, the relative reduction is 

1 - exp(-. 12 - .27) = 32 percent 

The result is "in the right direction" for the hypothesis that parts marking and antitheft devices 

deterred thefts, or at least shifted the thefts from the marked to the unmarked models. However, it 
would be fodhardy, without additional analysis, to attribute all or even part of this 32 percent long- 

term reduction to parts marking or antitheft devices. There are simply too many other factors that 
could be affecting theft rates. Although the make-models in the analysis had the m e  names 

throughout 1976-95, most of them changed a good deal during that period. There is no reason that 

a model with high appeal for thieves in the 1970's would necessarily have the same appeal in the 

1990's. 

. 

Although the principal hypothesis was that parts marking or antitheft devices would reduce theft 

rates, another hypothesis was that recovery rates could increase if' parts marking makes it possible 
to track down the stolen vehicle or if it deters the types of thefts that are least likely to 

z 
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FIGL-RE 4-2  THEFT RATE DtFFEREYTI.-lL. L N  1976-95 
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be recoi,ered Lkhile having little effect on other thefts (e g joyriding) This hypothesis would not 
necessarily be valid for antitheft devices, in fact, they may be especially useful in deterring the non- 
professional thefts that are easiest IO recover 

Figure A-3 sho\bs the recovery rates [log(recoveriesithefts)] during MY 1976-95 for make-models 

that had pans marking or antitheft devices from MY 1987 onwards (1 's )  vs make-models that never 
had either (0's) Here, 
houever, low rates are "bad" and high rates are "good I' Figure 4-3 does not exhibit the "regression 
to the mean" pattern of Figure A- 1. Since make-models were selected for pans-maricing based on 
their theft rates in 1983-84, not their recovery rates, there is no apriori reason that the one group 
should have higher recovery rates than the other Indeed, throughout ;My 1976-84, both groups have 

quite similar recovery rates, both rising gradually during those years. However, during M Y  1985-95, 
the recovery rate for the cars without marked parts stays almost unchanged, while the rate for cars 
that got parts marking or antitheft devices decreases rather sharply. 

The selection of make-models is the same as in Figures A-1 and A-2 

Figure A-4, hhich graphs the difference in the recovery rates for the models that got marked parts 
or antitheft devices and the models that didn't, coufirms the negative trend, especially from hW 88 

onwards, while the difference was close to zero up through MY 87. Given the hypothesis that 

recovery rates could increase with parts marking, this long-term result does not appear favorable for 
parts marking. Nevertheless, there is little basis for attributing the unfavorable effect to parts 
marking. No substantial change is visible from MY 86 to 87, when the cars first got marked parts. 
The subsequent trends may be associated, to some extent, with antitheft devices that are especially 
effective in reducing the most easily recovered thefts, or they may be due to other factors unrelated 
to parts marking or antitheft devices. 

A better impression of the long-term trend in professional thefts can be gained by studying the 
"unrecovered theft rate," - Le., the logarithm of [(thefts-rewvenes)/registration years]. It is a sort 
of composite of the theft rate and the recovery rate. Figure A-5 shows that the rate was practically 
constant during model years 1976-95 for the make-models that did not get marked parts or antitheft 
devices (the Us). The make-models that got either of those devices in 1987 had a strong peak in 

1981-85, with a sharp drop on either side of the peak (regression to the mean). Before and after this . 
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peak. in 1976-79 and 1991-95, the 1's are moderately higher than the 0's Figure X-6 graphs the 
difference in the unrecovered theA rates Basically, the relative risk ends up where it started The 
averase difference for 1976-79 was + 304, and for 1991-95 it was + 307 In the long term, the 
unrecovered theft rates of the models that got parts marking or antitheft devices did not change 
relative to the cars that ne\'er got either 

Parts >larking and Theft Rates Just Before and After Model Year 1987 
Figure A-2 showed that the difference in the theft rates for cars that got parts marking or antitheft 
devices and the rates for never-marked cars shrank rather steadily from its peak valte in .MY 1981 

to zero in %lY 1989, largely due to "regression to the mean" but also, perhaps, as a consequence of 
the remedies The next analyses concentrate on those crucial model years, 1984-89, to see if the 
shrinkage was really steady. Specifically, was there a larger-than-usual effect from MY 1986 to MY 
1987, when parts marking was actually introduced in the cars, than in the other years? 

Figure A-7, as it were, cuts out and edarges the MY 1984-89 section of Figure A- 1. The 1's are the 
theft rates [Iog(thefis/registration years)] of make-models that got parts marking in 1987 and the 0's 

are the theft rates of models that never got parts marking or antitheft devices. The vertical line down 
the middle of Figure A-7 separates M Y  1984-86, when neither group of make-models had parts 
marking, fiom MY 1987-89, when the 1's had parts marking and the 0's did not. To limit biases in 
the analysis as much as possible, the following restrictions were imposed on the data used to generate 
Figure A-7, although not necessarily Figure A-I: 

Just as in Figure A-I, each ofthe make-models included in the analysis had to be produced 
throughout 1984-89. However, since Figure A-7 only looks at theft rates in MY 1984-89, 

the effea of this restriction is that exactly the same make-models are used to calculate each 
of the 1's in Figure A-7, (and the same is true of the 0's). 

As in Figure A-1, the relatively few make-models that first got parts marking in 1988 or 1989, 

rather than 1987, are excluded ffom the analysis. Most of these were new make-models that 
did not exist during 1984-87. 
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FlGLW. A-3 

P.ASSE5GER C.AR KECOkERY R.ATES BY \lODEL \-E.* 1976-95 

make-models that existed from 1984 or earlier until 1989 or later, 0-10 year old cars 

.- 1 " = make-models that got pans marking or antitheft devices in 1987 
"0" = make-models that did not get parts marking or antitheft devices at any time 
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USFECO\€R€D THE.FT RATES BY JIODEL YE.= 1976-95 

make-models that existed from 1984 or earlier until 1989 or later; 0-10 year old passenger cars 
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F1Gl-X A - 6  LXFZCOC€RED THEFT RATE DIFFEREYT1.A.L. \fY 1976-95 
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0 \fake-models that got antitheft debices at any time during 1983-89 are not included in the 1's 

of F i p r e  3-7 (although many uere included in Figre  A- I )  Figure A-7 is purely an analysis 

of parts marking 

0 Since relatively new cars account for a disproponionate share of the consumer losses 
associated with auto theft. Figure A-7 is limited to cars 0-3 years old. CY 1984-92 
SC1C;Polk files, together, provide data for this age range for every M y  from 1984 to 1989. 

(Figure .A- I had to include cars up to IO years old, or there would have no theft rates for pre- 
198 1 cars, given that the XCIC data only were available From CY 1984. Even so, no data are 
available for the pre- 1984 cars when they were brand new, etc ) 

0 Since theft rates for imported cars are more variable than those of domestic cars (more 

discussion below), and to avoid biases due to market shifts From domestic to imported cars, 
or vice-versa, Figure A-7 is limited to domestic cars (including "captive imports") 

The make-models included in Figure A-7 that did not get parts marking or antitheft devices during 

1984-89 are the following: 

Buick Century Buick Skyhawk Chevrolet Capricdmpda 

ChebToiet Cavalier Chevrolet Celebrity Chrysler New Yorker 

Dodge Colt Dodge Colt Vista Dodge Omni 

Ford Crown Victoria Ford Escort Ford EXP 
Ford Tempo Mercury Grand Marquis Mercury Topaz 

Oldsmobile Ciera Plymouth Colt Plymouth CoIt Vista 

Plymouth Horizon Pontiac 6000 Pontiac J20006unbird 
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The make-models included in Figure A-7 that got parts marking in 1987 and did not get antitheft 
deLices in 1981-89 are the following: 

Buick Electra Buick LeSabre Buick Riviera 
Cadillac DeL.'ill e Chevrolet Monte Carlo Chrysler Lebaron 
Dodge .Aries Dodge Daytona Dodge Diplomat 
Ford Mustang Ford Thunderbird Lincoln Continental 

Lincoln Mark 7 Lincoln Town Car Mercury Cougar 
Oldsmobile Delta 88 Oldsmobile 98 Oldsmobile Toronado 
Plymouth Gran Fury PI ymou t h Reliant Pontiac Bonneville 

Fipre A-7 shows that the theft rate for make-models that got parts marking (the 1's) remained fairly 
constant during MY 1984-89. The theft rate for make-models that did not get parts marking or 

antitheft devices (the 0's) climbed steadily during M Y  1984-88 and leveled off in 1989. 

Figure A-8 tracks the difference between the 1's and the 0's in Figure A-7. It is a "close-up" of the 
1984-89 trend in the Iog-theft-rate difference between the models that got parts marking and those 
that didn't. That difference shrinks From 0.66 in 1984 to 0.2 in 1988-89. In MY 1984, theft rates of 
the make-models that were selected to get parts marking was nearly twice as high as the rate for 
make-models that wouldn't get it; by MY 1989, the theA rate of the models that had gotten parts 
marking was only 20 percent higher than those that hadn't gotten it. Of course, the principal reason 
for the dramatic shrinkage in the observed difference is the regression-to-the-mean effect, very strong 
during 1984-89, as a consequence ofthe completely nonrandom basis for selecting the make-models 
that wouId get parts marking. 
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P.ASSE\.GER C.%R THEFT RATES BY XlODEL YZXR 1984-89 
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The question is :\.herher ariy additional effect due specifically to parts marking can be measured within 

that o\.erall trend The measurement procedure entails two assumptions: 

( .A)  The regression-to-the-mean effect ought to be linear - i e ,  the D's in Figure A-8 ought to 
drop by equal amounts from year to year. 

(B) The erect of parts marking ought to be concentrated on the MY 1986-87 change. because 

parts marking was introduced in MY 1987 (if it was introduced at all), in the make-models 

included in this  analysis. 

In other words, the drop in the D's from 1986 to 1987 is measured and compared to the average drop 

in the other years, u hen the parts marking status of the various make models did not change, 1984- 

8 5 .  1985-86, 1987-88, 1988-89 

An inspection of Figure A-8 reveals that the 1986-87 drop is not conspicuously larger than the 

reductions in the other years On the contrary, the 1987 data point is nearly collinear with the 1984- 

86 and 1988 data points Nevertheless, the slight 1988-89 increase will pull down the average drop 

for the other years. The arithmetic for the shrinkage in theft rate differentials works out as follows: 

Shrinkage 

1984-85 
1985-86 

1986-87 

1987-88 

1988-89 

Average excluding 1986-87 

Excess of 1986-87 over average drop 

,147 

,123 

.lo2 
,126 

- ,055 

.085 

.017 
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In other nords. given the preceding assumptions, the data suggest that the shrinkage in the theft rate 
direrenrial from MY 1986 to 1987 was 1 7 percent beyond the "average" annual regression to the 
mean, That looks like a nice, plausible result a 1.7 percent reduction in thefts with parts marking, 
approximately equal to the amount needed for the measure to be cost-beneficial. 

L'nfortunately, this estimate cannot be accepted for three crucial reasons. ( I )  It relies on two 
assumptions that are quite probably untrue, and possibly not even close to the t ru th  (2) The estimate 
is not robust (3) The shrinkage in the theft rate differential need not represent a "pure" reduction 
ofthefts of marked cars, but might just be a shift of thefts from marked cars to unmarked cars. These 
issues will now be examined in turn 

The assumption that the regression to the mean "ought to" take place at a constant rate, equal from 
year to year, might make sense if the data included a large number of make-models (e g.. hundreds), 
each having relativeIy small sales. Instead, there are only 42 distinct domestic make-models in the 
analysis, differing widely in sales. A sigruficant redesign or sales shift for a few of the really high-sales 
models in a particular year could change theft rates substantially more (or less) than usual that year. 
An unsteady "regression to the mean" trend can intuitively be expected. 

The assumption that the effect of parts marking ought to be concentrated in the 1986-87 change is 
also questionable. Unlike a static crashworthiness device, such as a high-penetration-resistant 
windshield, which accomplished its effect as soon as it was installed (in MY 1966 cars and all 
subsequent years) and obviously had no effect when it was not installed (MY 1965 and earlier), a 
measure such as parts marking mostly works indirectly by creating a deterrent effect in the minds of 
thieves, and this effect could be diffised over several model years, as was discussed above. The 
analyst's frustration with the data in Figure A-8 is that any "difise" effect of parts marking is 
undoubtedly lost within the "regression to the mean" effect, and even the "concentrated" 1986-87 

e f f i  of parts marking could be obscured by any "lumpiness" in the "regression to the mean effect." 

- 

One of the best defenses of the validity of an analytic model is that the results are robust - e.g., that 
similar trends and effects are seen in various subgroups of the data as in the entire data set. 
Unfortunately, the procedure described above is as robust as gelled desserts and quaking aspens. 
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Frinin fncrd, if the 1388-59 change had not been included in the preceding calculations, the 1986-87 

shrinkage u.ould have been less than any of the others, and the effect attributed to parts marking 

would have been negative. 

.Additionally. the procedure was run separately on five manufacturer groups of cars. GM, Ford, 

Chrysler, Japanese, European The results differed greatly (far more than would be expected by 
chance, given the sample sizes), both in the average year-to-year regression to the mean and in the 
specific 1986-87 change. The only consistent pattern was that GM, Ford and Chrysler had fairly 
similar, close to 0 1, average year-to-year regression to the mean (which is another reason why the 
analysis in Figures A-7 and A-8 was limited to domestic cars). The incremental 1986-87 effect did 
not converge on 017 at all, but ranged from quite positive to quite negative. 

Another important finding was that, even among the domestic cars, the effect "attributed" to pans 
marking vaned according to the age of the car. If the data used in Figures A-7 and A-8 are 
subdivided into cohorts of new cars, I-year-old cars, etc. (and additional data are obtained for cars 

up to 6 years old), the analysis procedure yields the following results: 

Vehicle 
Age 

. o  
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Gross 
1986-87 

Shrinkage 

,249 

. I67 

,009 
- ,010 

- .049 

- ,042 

- ,065 

Avg. Regression 

to the Mean 
(Exc~. 1986-87) 

.054 

.095 

.loo 

.090 
,084 

.075 

,065 

Net 
1986-87 

Shrinkage 

,195 

.072 

- ,091 

- .IO0 
- ,133 

- ,117 
- ,130 
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The results are nearly identical for cars age 2-6 and quite different for brand-new cars and, to a lesser 
merit. ! -year-old cars. Moreover, even within each manufacturer group, nearly the same vehicle-age 
trend was seen (even though the net 1986-87 shrinkage had different starting points for different 
manufacturers, it kept setting worse up to age 2 and then leveled o f f )  Thus, there is a robust pattern 
in a mass of results that are, on the whole, not robust 

The data suggest that parts marking had a quite strong effect in model year 1987 cars when they were 
less than a year old, a much less strong effect when they were one year old, and negative effects after 
that. The obsened effect for the brand new cars is so strong that it can hardly be due to chance, or 
even ah anifact of the "lumpiness" in the year-to-year regression-to-the-mean. In each model year, 
about 15,000 brand-new cars were stolen among the models that got parts marking, and another 
15.000 among those that didn't. Thus, the "gross 1986-87 shrinkage" is a statistic derived from a 
ratio of ratios of rates, involving four rates, each based on about 15,000 thefts. The coefficient of 
variation of each of the four rates is less than 1 percent, and for the ratio of ratios, less than 2 percent. 
In other words, the confidence bounds on the net effect in brand new cars is about * 4 percent; the 
observed effect of 20 percent is highly significant, deserving a detailed examination. 

Figure A-9 is identical to Figure A-8, except that it is limited to cars of vehicle age 0, i.e., the CY 
of the theft is the same as the MY of the car (whereas Figure A-8 included 0-3 year old cars). The 
naked eye can clearly detect that the drop in the theft differential from M Y  1986 to I987 is about 
0.25, while all the other year-to-year changes (except 1984-85) are negligible. At first glance, the 
M y  1986-87 effect of parts marking is far stronger than the "regression to the mean" trend. 

. -  

More insight is gained by looking separately at the theft rates in the models that got parts marking 
and those that didn't. Figure A-IO is identical to Figure A-7, except that it is limited to cars of age 
0. The four theft rates that explain the 1986-87 effect are the two 1's and the two 0's on either side 
of the vertical line. The MY 1987 cars with marked parts clearly had a lower theft rate than might 
be expected from the trend in the 1's. However, these same make models in their last year before 
parts marking (1986) had a slightly higher-than-expected theft rate. Conversely, themodes that never 
got marked parts had just slightly more thefts than expected in 1987 and slightly fewer than expected 
in 1986. With all four of these numbers going in the "right" direction, the 1986-87 change in the 
relative difference is substantial, 
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FIGLRE A-9 
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FIGL-RE .A- I O  

BR\YD-XEI.' P.-ISSEXGER C;\R THEFT RATES BY XIODEL kT;\R 1983-89 

domestic make-models that existed from I981 or earlier until I989 or later; MY=CY 
"1 " = make-models that gor parts marking in 1987 

"0" = make-models that did not get parts marking or antitheft devices during 1984-89 
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In other lkords, in 1987, thieves stole t'ew.er of the models with pans marking and shifted their 

attention to the models uith unmarked pans By contrast, in 1986, they stole some extra cars of the 
makes and models that mere slated to set parts marking in 1987, but  did nor yet have it in 1986 

They %.ere, so to speak, "stockpiling" parts from these car lines during the last year when it was 

"safe" to steal them (Of course, all of this is just statistical evidence From the rates themselves, it 
is impossible to determine tkhether thieves consciously and deliberately "stockpiled" 1986 parts or 
shfted their 1987 theft choices It can only be concluded that the actual theft patterns shifled in those 

directions ) 

I 

If the effect was so strong for brand-new cars, why did it drop off so quickly as the cars became 
older Several possible explanations can be suggested. ( I )  The unique opportunity to "stockpile" 

parts at a time when no car on the road yet had parts marking was available only in calendar year 
1986 In subsequent years, even though the M Y  1986 cars were still unmarked, it became harder to 
tell them apart fi-om later, marked cars of the same make-models. (2) As cars get older, they become 

of considerably less interest to professional thieves, more of them are stolen by nonprofessional 
thieves, unlikely to be deterred by pans marking (3) As time passed, the deterrent effect of parts 
marking became more dif ise  and less concentrated on M Y  1987 vs. 1986 cars; the statistical 
procedure used above would be less likely to detect an effect (4) If professional thieves learned how 

to defeat parts marking, or at least became less worried about getting caught as a result of parts 

marking, they were not as reluctant to steal cars with marked parts. Only explanation (4) suggests 
that parts marking became less effective; the other explanations merely suggest that effects of parts 
marking subsequently escaped detection by the statistical procedure used here 

It has been mentioned several times that the shrinkage in the theft rate differential need not represent 

a "pure" reduction of thefts of marked cars, but might just be a shift of thefts tiom marked cars to 

unmarked cars. Figure A-1 1 presents the combined, overall theft rate for the 42 domestic make 

models listed above, by model year, when the cars were brand new. It shows thefts of MY 1984 cars 
in CY 1984, M Y  1985 in CY 1985, etc. This composite theft rate rose every year from 1985 to 
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19S9. by an averase of about 6 percent a year - commensurate with the annual increases in thefts of 

cars ofall ages in the United States during the mid-1980's (see the main report) The increase from 
1986 to 1987,1 percent, is about par for the course Clearly, the 20 percent shrinkage in the 

theft rate differential between marked and unmarked cars was caused by a shift of thefts from marked 

to unmarked models, rather than an absolute reduction in thefts However, that is not necessarily an 

unfavorable sign; if all cars on the road had been marked, thieves would have been unable to shift 
from marked to unmarked cars, and it is conceivable that thefts would have declined in absolute 
terms. 

Parts Marking, Recovery Rates and Unrecovered-Theft Rates Before/After MY 1987 

The same data base that was used to analyze possible interactions between parts marking and 
theft rates can also be used to study recovery rates. The two major differences are (1) the 
"good" outcome is an increase in recovery rates (whereas for theft rates, a drop was 
desirable); (2) there is no overwhelming "regression to the mean" after 1984, since the 

models that got parts marking were selected because of their high theft rates, not low 

recovery rates (compare Figures A- 1 and A-3). 
- -  

Figure A- 12 displays the recovery rates of 0-3 year old domestic cars during MY 1984-89. 

As above, it is based on make-models that were produced throughout 1984-89. The 1's are 
the recovery rates ~log(recoveries/thefb)s)l of make-models that got parts m a r h g  in 1987 and 
the 0's are the recovery rates of models that never got parts marking or antitheft devices. The 
vertical line'down the middle of Figure A- 12 separates MY 1984-86, when neither group of 
make-models had parts marking, fiom MY 1987-89, when the 1's had parts marking and the 
0's did not. 

Figure A-12 shows slightly higher recovery rates throughout 1984-89 for the unmarked 
models than for the make-models that got parts marking. Both groups' recovery rates had a 

slight downward drift during those years. Obviously there is no dramatic change in the 

relation of the 1's to the 0's in 1987; nevertheless the gap between 0 and 1 is slightly smaller 

A-29 



in I987 than in the preceding or the following year (an indication of a result in the "right" 
direction). 

Figure .A- 13 tracks the difference between the 1's and the 0's in Figure A-12. Since the 1's 

\sere always lower than the O's, the difference is consistently negative. If parts marlung 
increases recovery rates, the difference ought to be less negative in MY 1987 than in MY 
1986 - the data point for M Y  1987 should be hgher than the one for MY 1986 - and indeed 
i t  is.  The climb from 1986 to 1987 is in the opposite direction of a somewhat inconsistent 
but generally donnward trend. 

If, as in the preceding section, the change in the D's from 1986 to 1987 is measured and 

compared to the average change in the other years, when the parrs marking status of the 
various make models did not change, the arithmetic for the changes in recoveIy rate 
differentials works out as follows: 

Change 

1984-85 + .0027 

1985-86 - .0078 

1986-87 + ,0036 

1987-88 - .0221 

1988-89 + .0069 

Average excluding 1986-87 - .0051 

Departure of 1986-87 from prevailing trend + .0087 

In other words, given the assumption of a constant trend in the recovery rate differential, the 

data suggest that the implementation of parts marking in MY 1987 was associated with a 0.9 

percent increase in the recovery rate, reiative to the trend line. 
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BRA>-D-SEI\ P.ASSESGER C.AR OT'ERALL THEFT RATES BY 5IODEL YE.w 1983-89 

includes: unmarked cars + marked cars 
excludes: models with antitheft devices at any time in 1984-89 
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FIGLRE A- 12 

P.-\SSESGER C.4.R RECOkZRY RATES BY LIODEL YEAR., 1984-89 

domestic make-models that exislsted from I984 or earlier until 1989 or later; 0-3 year old cars 

. . I ”  = make-models that got parts marking in 1987 
-0” = make-models that did not get pans marking or antitheft devices during 1983-89 
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L-dike the 1986-57 rflect on theft rates, which was strong only for brand new cars and disappeared 
after the cars were 2 years old, the obsened effect on recovery rates remains uniformly favorab[e, 

even for vehicles as old as 6 years: 

Brand new 

1 year old 
2 years old 
3 years old 
4 years old 

5 years old 
6 years old 

+ ,010 

+ 006 
-+ .002 

+ .019 

+ ,047 

+ ,027 

+ ,034 

In summary, the results on recovery rates are nixed On the one hand, Figures A-4 and A- 13 show 
that, in the long term, the recovery rates of models with parts marking have steadily gotten worse 
than those of the modefs that never got parts marking On the other hand, in 1987, the specific year 

that parts marking was introduced, those models had an increase in the recovery rate, contrary to the 
long-term trend. There does not appear to be any satisfactory explanation for the adverse long-term 
trend. Of course, if it has any causal relationship to parts marking, it far outweighs the one-time 
1986-87 improvement. But ifthe longtenn trend is not causally related to parts marking - e.g , if 
it is an artifact of the specific make-models that were selected for parts marking, and it would have 
occurred even if those models had never been marked - then the positive effect in 1986-87 might 
stand as a benefit for parts marking. Once again, the analysis is frustrated because make-models were 
selected for parts marking on a highly nonrandom basis, and there could be all sorts of trends 
unreIated to parts marking. 

To the extent that many of the vehicles stolen by professional thieves - for chop shops, salvage switch 
and retag, or export - are never recovered, the unrecovered theft rate, defined as 

log [(thefts - recoveries)/registration years] 
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is a son of surrosate for the “professional’. theft rate, and i t  is a primary goal of parts marking to 

IoLver this rate Obviously, when the theft rate goes down and the recovery rate goes up, the 

unrecovered-theft rate decreases However, even small increases in the recovery rate, such as those 

attributed to parts marking in the preceding analysis, can have substantial effects on the unrecovered- 
theft rate e s . i f  the recovery rate increases from 90 to 91 percent, unrecovered thefts are reduced 

by 10 percent 

Figure A- 14 tracks the differential in the unrecovered-theft rates of 0-3 year old domestic cars that 
got parts marking in .MY 1987 and those that did not. In general, the models that got parts marking 
had initially higher unrecovered-theft rates, but the difference shrank throughout 1984-89 (regression 

to the mean) The dserential was 0.85 in MY 84 and 0 45 in MY 89. The drop from 1986 to 1987, 

although not dramatically larger than the reductions in the other years, is nevertheless greater than 
average (and it is exceeded in magnitude only by the 1984-85 drop). That suggests a positive effect 

for pans marking; the arithmetic works out as follows: 

S fuinkage 

1984-85 

1985-86 

1986-87 

1987-88 

1988-89 
Average excIuding 1986-87 

Excess of 1986-87 over average drop 

,207 
,077 

.133 

,039 

- ,057 
.067 

,066 

In other words, given the preceding assumptions, the data suggest a 

1 - exp(-.066) = 6.4 percent 
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reduction of unrecovered thefts with parts marking. At first glance this reduction seems large in 

comparison to the amount needed for parts marking to be cost-beneficial. However, the result fails 
short of being conclusive, given the fragility of the assumptions and the rather tentative effect 

demonstrated in Figure A-14. 

In one sense, however, the results on unrecovered thefts are more robust than the findings on the theft 
rate the positive effect does not vanish as the cars set older. 

Yehicle Age Reduction Attributed to Parts Marking (%) 

Brand new 25.8 

I year old 23.0 

2 years old - 14.8 

3 years old - .9 

5 years old 4. 2 

4 years old 20.9 

6 years old _. 8.8 

Initially, the effect is strong because thefts are down and recoveries are up. The observed benefit 

disappears when the cars are 2-3 years old, but subsequently returns to the positive, because the 
improvement in the recovery rate overshadows the observed negative effects on the theft rate. Figure 

A- 15 illustrates the substantial benefit of parts marking on the unrecovered-theft rates of brand-new 

cars in M y  1987. 

Effects of Antitheft Devices Introduced in My-1989-92 Domestic Cars 
One domestic manufacturer gradually introduced factory-installed antitheft devices as 
standard equipment in a substantial number of make-models during 1986-94. In most of the 
vehicles, the equipment included a specially designed ignition key. A computer in the 
vehicle reads an encoded capsule embedded in the key and compares it to a microchip within 
the computer. The ignition system is shut down if the codes do not match, or it is attempted 
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to --hoI-wire" the car. A partial list of make-models that have received these devices 

includes: 

I986 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1994 

Chec'rolet Corvette (system upgraded in 1990) 
CheLTolet Camaro, Pontiac Firebird, Cadillac Eldorado, Cadillac Seville 
Cadillac DeVille, Buick Riviera, Oldsmobile Toronado 
Buick Park Avenue, Oldsmobile 98 
Buick LeSabre, Oldsmobile 88, Pontiac Bonnevile 
Chewolet Caprice (partial phase-in began in 1993) 

The effects of the antitheft devices on theft, recovery and unrecovered-theft rates wiIl be 
studied for the preceding list of make-models with 1989-92 introductions. The Corvette and 
Caprice are not included because their analysis is complicated by the two-stage introduction 
of the devices, as well as an insufficient amount of data. It is noteworthy that the antitheft 
device was not necessarily introduced in the same year that the Government granted these 
vehicles an exemption from parts marking; as a result, some cars have parts marking and 
antitheft devices in some model years. 

As in the three preceding sections, rates for the make-models that got antitheft devices will 
be compared to rates for control groups of domestic make-models of a similar market class, 
produced in the same model years, that did not get antitheft devices in those years, and did 
not change their parts-marking status after 1987. The five cohorts of cars with antitheft 
devices, and their control groups are: 

.. 

Antitheft Cars 
Camaro, Firebird 
Eldorado, SeviIle 
DeVille, Riviera, Toronado 
Park Avenue, Olds 98 
LeSabre, 88, Bonnevile 

Control GrouD Cars 
Mustang, Daytona, Thunderbird, Cougar 
Lincoln Mark, Continental 
Town Car, Mark, Continental 
Crown Victoria, Grand Marquis 
Taurus, Sable 

Figure A-16 compares the theft rates of 0-3 year old LeSabres, Olds 88s and Bonnevilles to 
the rate for Taurus and Sables during MY 1988-95. It is based on the same NCIC-Polk data 
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files that were used in the preceding section (data up through CY 1993). The 2's denote the 
agega te  theft rate [log(thefts/registrations)] for LeSabre, 88 and Bonneville, whch received 
antithefi detices in 1992 (and had parts marlung in 1987-9 I ;  LeSabre and 88 also in 1992). 
The 0's denote the combined theft rate for Taurus and Sable, which did not have parts 
marking or antitheft devices during 1988-95. 

Figure A- 16 leaves no room for doubt about the effectiveness of the antitheft devices. The 
log of the theft rate for the GM cars (the 2's) is reasonably close to -5.25 in MY 1988-91; it 
drops to about -7 in 1992, when the devices were introduce, and it stays there in later model 
years. A drop of 1.75 on the logarithmic scale suggests a very substantial reduction in the 
actual theft rate, as will be confirmed below. The theft rate for the control group cars 
(Taurus and Sable) shows a comparatively modest decreasing trend in 1988-9 1 and a modest 
increase in 1992-95. Tnterestingly, the thefi rate for the GM cars shows a similar decrease 
from 1988 to 1991, and a similar, modest increase fiom 1992 to 1995, but, of course, a very 
large drop from 199 1 to 1992. 

Figure A-17 tracks the theft rate differential - the, difference between the 2's and the 0's in 
Figure A-16. This differential is relatively constant and close to 1.00 during MY 1988-91, 
and it drops abruptly to a relatively constkt  -0.75 in MY 1992-95. The drop clearly 
coincides with the introduction of antitheft devices in the GM cars. Figure A-I7 should be 
contrasted with Figure A-8, a corresponding analysis of the effect of parts marking. In 
Figure A-8, the small effect of parts marking (if any) is obscured by a steady downward trend 
throughout 1984-89 (regression to the mean). In Figure A-17, the effect of antitheft devices 
is so large as to completely overshadow any other trends, such as regression to the mean. 

If the procedure for calculating effectiveness that was employed in the analyses of parts 
marking is applied to the data in Figure A-17, the results are: 

Shrinkage 

1989-90 
1990-9 1 
1991-92 
1992-93 
1993-94 

- .074 
.076 

1.780 

-205 
- -027 
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Average excluding 199 1-92 .045 

Excess of 199 1-92 over average drop 1.735 

In other words, the data suggest a 

I - exp(- 1.7X) = 82 percent 

reduction of the theft rate by the antitheft devices in LeSabre, OIds 88 and Bonneville. 

Figure A- 18 tracks the recovery rate differential for these same groups of cars. For recovery 

rates, the “right” direction is the opposite of theft rates: we want them to go up. Thus, the 

results in Figure A- 18 are definitely in the wrong direction, since the differential drops &om 

about .10 to zero with antitheft devices. This finding, however, should not come as a 

surprise. Unlike parts marlung, which is primarily intended to deter the professional thief 

and probably his IittIe effect on “casual” thefts such as joyriding, a successful antitheft 

device should reduce all types of theft substantidly. But it wiII probably have the greatest 

impact on the casual thefts, the types that are most easily recovered. Thus, even though 

thefts are greatly reduced, the ratio of recoveries to thefts (the recovery rate) may actually 

decrease rather than rise. 

Nevertheless, the decrease in the recovery rate is negligible relative to the decrease in the 

theft rate. Even though the number of unrecovered cars grows in proportion to the number 

of thefts, it will drop relative to vehicle registrations. The differential in the unrecovered 

theft rate, defined as 

log [(thefts - recoveries)/registration years] 

is graphed in Figure A-19. It shows a strong reduction with antitheft devices, from about 0.2 

in 1988-91 to about -0.8 in 1992-95. By the computation method used throughout this 

f 
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appendix the data in Figure A-19 correspond to a 58 percent reduction in the unrecovered- 

theft rate. 

The trends in theft and recovery rates, relative to their respective control groups, are quite 

similar for the other four cohorts of domestic make-models that got antitheft devices at some 

time between 1989 and 1991. (The results for the EIdorado-Seville cohort are based on 

substantialIy fewer data than the others and subject to correspondingly higher uncertainty.) 

The effectiveness estimates for the antitheft devices in each group of cars are as follows: 

Percentage Reduction by Antitheft Devices 

Theft Unrecovered 

Rate Theft Rate 

Camaro, Firebird 68 

Eldorado, Seville I I - -  

DeVille, Riviera, Toronado 47 

Park Avenue, Olds 98 78 

LeSabre, Olds 88, Bonnevile 82 

50 

36 
58 

66 

58 

A “best estimate” for the effectiveness of these antitheft devices can be obtained by 

combining the data for the five make-model groups. The rates are not graphed by absolute 

model years, but by the model year relative to the implementation date for antitheft devices. 

For example, in Camaro and Firebird, year “0” is model year 1989, when those cars got the 

devices. MY 1988 becomes year “- 1” and MY 1990 becomes year “1 .” Thus, also, for their 

control group of Mustang, Daytona, etc. But in LeSabre, Olds 88 and Bonneville (and for 

their control group cars, Taurus and Sable), MY 1992 becomes year “0,” MY 1993 is year 

“1,” etc. 
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Fi,we A-20 tracks the theft rate differential for the five make-model groups combined.- the 

difference between the GM cars and the control group cars. This differential is .75 or larger 

during the four model years prior to the installation of antitheft devices in the GM cars (Le., 

the control group models originally had a lower theft rate). It drops abruptly to a relatively 

constant -.5 in the year that the GM cars got the antitheft devices, and it stays there (i.e., 

from that point on, the GM cars have the lower theft rate). Figure A-2 1 .shows a similarly 

strong effect of antitheft devices in lowering the unrecovered theft rate. Here are the 

calculations of effectiveness based on the data in Figures A-20 and '4-2 1: 

3rd MY before to 2nd MY before antitheft 

2nd MY before to last MY before antitheft 
. 

Shrinkage in the Rate Differential 

All 

Thefts 

.138 

.309 

Last M Y  before to first MY with antitheft 

First MY with to 2nd MY with antitheft 

I .342 

.138 

2nd MY with to 3rd MY with antitheft - .097 
,122 

1.220 

Average excluding year of transition 

Excess of transition drop over average drop 

In other words, the data attribute to these antitheft devices: 

Unrecovered 

Thefts 

.346 

.146 

,974 

.20 1 

- ,261 

. lo8 

,866 

0 1 - exp(-l.220) = 70 percent reduction of the theft rate 

0 1 - exp(-0.866) = 58 percent reduction of the unrecovered-theft rate 
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.-Uthough these antitheft decices may be especially beneficial in reducing ”casual” thefts for 

purposes such as joy-iding or temporaq transportation, they also appear to be highly 

effective in reducing “professional” thefts. To the extent that the unrecovered-theft rate can 

sene as a surrogate for professional thefts, these antitheft devices are far more effective than 
parts marking (which was associated with perhaps a 6 percent reduction of the unrecovered 

theft rate). Of course, when comparing effectiveness, it should not be forgotten that the 

antitheft devices cost far more. Also, the roles of antitheft devices and parts marking are 

complementary, not redundant. The former makes it hard to steal a car; the latter acts as a 

deterrent because it aids in the apprehension and conviction of thieves. 

The reductions in thefts persist as the cars get older, and they persist in later model years. 

For example, in Camaro and Firebird (the first high-sales make-models to get antitheft 
devices), theft rates are low for every model year from 1989 to 1995. Rates have remained 

low for the MY 1989 cars even in calendar year 1995, when they were six years old. 

EKects of Factory-Installed Antitheft Devices in Other Cars 
Since 1984 a number of other manufacturers have introduced factory-installed antitheft devices as 
standard equipment in selected make-models. Since the devices vary considerably in design and 
function, it is not unreasonable to expect a corresponding variation in their effectiveness. However, 
since none -of these devices were introduced in numbers anywhere near as large as the system 

analyzed in the preceding section, it is cliBcult to estimate their effectiveness accurately. The analysis 

in this section will be Limited to inspecting the general trends in the theft rates of 0-5 year old cars of 

some of those models. (Even the accuracy of these ‘‘general trends” cannot always be assured, since 

the data base may have been incomplete for some of the low-sales, imported make-models.) 
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FIGCRE A- 13 
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FIGURE A-14 

CNRECOVERED THEFT RATE DFFEREWIAL, M y  1984-89 
MAKE-MODELS THAT GOT PARTS MARKING TN 1987 VERSUS 

,WME-MODELS WITHOUT PARTS MARKIN G OR ANTITHEFT DEVICES IN 1984-89 

domestic make-models that existed from I984 or earlier until 1989 or later; 0-3 year old cars 
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minus log of the unrecovered theft rate for models that didn’t 
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FIGURE A- 15 UNRECOVERED THEFT RATE DIFFERENTIAL, MY 1984-89, 
BRAND-NEW CARS. --MODELS THAT GOT PARTS MARKING IN 1987 VERSUS 
MAKE-MODELS WITHOUT PARTS MARKING OR ANTITHEFT DEVICES IN 1984-89 

domestic make-models that existed fiom 1984 or earlier until 1989 or later; MY=CY 
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According to NHTSA's Auto nej-Resistance Stu& a report to the Congress dated April 1992, the 

hissan 3OOZX received antitheft devices in 1984 and the Maxima in 1985. The device disables the 
starting mechanism and sounds an alarm when somebody attempts to enter the car without a key. 
An inspection of the theft rates for these make-models indicates a 25-35 percent reduction in MY 
1984-85. In subsequent years, however, the theft rate climbed back to the pre-1984 level. 

BMW passenger cars received a system in 1985 consisting of a key-activated alarm and an optional 
code pad requiring the driver to key in a sequence of numbers. Later, the 7-series cars also received 
a device to disable the starter mechanism. Theft rates showed a decrease of about 10-20 percent in 
M Y  1985 and 1986; by 1987-90, theft rates had largely returned to pre-I985 levels 

BMW passenger cars received a system in 1985 consisting of a key-activated alarm and an optional 
code pad requiring the driver to key in a sequence of numbers. Later, the 7-series cars also received 
a device to disable the starter mechanism. Theft rates showed a decrease of about 10-20 percent in 
M Y  1985 and 1986; by 1987-90, theft rates had largely returned to pre-1985 levels. 

Toyota Supra and Cressida received antitheft devices in 1985 with hnctions similar to the B M W  
systems. Later (by 1987?) they received devices to disable the starter mechanism. Theft rates for 
these relatively low-sales vehicles do not follow clear trends; nevertheless, there appears to be a 
substantial reduction in the Supra ( 5 5  percent) and a smaller reduction in the Cressida (10-20 

percent). In subsequent years, theft rates stayed at the lower Ievels. 

Starting in 1987, certain make-models were exempted from the parts marking requirement if they 
canied antitheft devices that, as a minimum, included a mechanism to disable the starter and trigger 
an audio or visual alm after unauthorized entry. Whereas this device may have been installed in a 

model year earlier than the effective date of the exemption (e.g., in the domestic cars analyzed in the 
preceding section), it was, at the latest, installed during the exemption year. 

Chrysler Conquest and Mitsubishi Starion, two make-models of similar design, received exemptions 
fiom parts marking in 1987. Their theft rates increased steadily throughout the model years that they 
were produced (1983-89). Unless the antitheft devices were already present in the first year that 



these models were produced, it may be concluded that they had no obvious beneficial effect on the 

theft rate 

Audi 5000S/100/200, Mitsubishi Galant and Isuzu Impulse received exemptions in 1987, and Saab 
9000 received one in 1989. Each of these make-models shows steady, gradual reductions in the theft 

rate during the model yeah after the exemption. Typically, the cumulative reduction in the theft rate 
was about 50 percent over a 5-year period. Since there was no concentrated drop in a specific year, 
it is di5cult to judge if the long-term reductions were due to the antitheft devices or to other factors 
that may have made these models less enticing to thieves. 

Acura Legend received an exemption in 1991. Theft rates, however, steadily increased throughout 
the years this model was produced (1986-94). Unless the antitheft devices were already present in 
1986, it may be concluded that they had no obvious beneficial effect on the theft rate. 

Volkswagen Jetta gained an exemption in 1994. At that time, or shortly earlier, they received an 
antitheft system rather similar to the one in the domestic cars analyzed in the preceding section. 
There was a dramatic 63 percent reduction in the theft rate From MY 1992 to 1994. 

While the above discussion ofthefi rates does not pretend to have generated specific estimates of the 
effectiveness of antitheft devices in any of the individual make-models, it is safe to draw one 
conclusion from the great variation of the results from model to model: the mere presence of an 
“antitheft deyice” does not guarantee an immediate, spectacular reduction of the theft rate. It all 
depends on the type of antitheft device. 
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FIGURE A- 16 

PASSENGER C A R  THEFT RATES BY MODEL YEAR, 1988-95 

make-models that got antitheft devices in 1992 vs. control group; 0-3 year old cars 

"2" = LeSabre, 88, Bonneville- antitheft devices in 1992-95 
"0" = Taurus, Sable no parts marking or antitheft devices in 1988-95 
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FIGC'RE A- 17 THEFT RATE DIFFERE'NTIAL, M Y  1988-95 
LeSABRE - 88 - BONNEVILLE (ANTITHEFT DEVICES M 1992-95) VERSUS 

0-3 year old cars 
TXLRlJS + SABLE (NO PARTS MARKING OR ANTITHEFT DEVICES IN 1988-95) 

log of the theft rate for models that got antitheft devices 
minus log of the theft rate for models that didn't 
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FTGURE A-1 8 RECOVERY RATE DIFFERENTIAL, M Y  1988-95 
LeSABRE + 88 + BONNEVILLE (ANTITHEFT DEVICES IN 1992-95) VERSUS 
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F I G C X  A- 19 UNRECOVERED-T€EFT RATE DEFE3ENTIAL, M y  1988-95 
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F1GLR.E A-20. THEFT UTE DIFFERENTIAL 
GENERAL MOTORS CARS THAT GOT ANTITHEFT DEVICES, STARTING IN 1989-92 

VERSUS CONTROL GROL? C A R S  THAT DID NOT GET ANTITHEFT DEVICES IN 1985-95 
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FIGURE .4-2 1 LWCOVERED-THEFT R4- DIFFERENTIAL 
GENERAL MOTORS CARS TRAT GOT ANTITHEFT DEVICES, STARTTNG M 1989-92 

VERSUS CONTROL GROUP CARS THAT DID NOT GET ANTITHEFT DEVICES IN 1985-95 
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"In-part" Recovery Rates Just Before and After Model Year 1987 

The file assembled by the Highway Loss Data Institute (HLDI) from data supplied by the National 

Insurance Crime Bureau ("ICB) not only specifies what percentage of stolen cars was recovered, but 

also what percentage of the recoveries were "in part," Ifin whole," or "intact." A vehicle is recovered 
"in part" if '*major'' parts are missing (viz.. marked parts, or parts that would have been marked if the 
car had pans marking) It is recovered "in whole'' if only "mhor" parts, such as the radio, are 
missing, or if the car was damaged but nothing was missing The recovery is "intact" if the car was 

essentially undamaged and no parts were missing. The type of recovery perhaps, but not necessarily 
says something about the motive for the theft In general, cars that have been stolen by 

nonprofessional thieves for joyriding or other temporary transportation would more often be 
recovered intact or in whole, whereas cars worked over by a chop shop, if they are recovered at all, 

would more likely be recovered in pan If parts marking or antitheft devices have a deterrent effect 
on chop shop operations, and professional thieves generaIly - while having little deterrent effect on 
joyriders and other nonprofessional thieves - a reduction in the frequency of "in part" recoveries 
might be expected, relative to "in whole'' and "intact" recoveries. Throughout the analyses that 

follow, a reduction of "in part" recoveries is a change in the "right" direction. 

At first dance, the HLDI-NICB data are strongly consistent with that hypothesis. These data are 
complete fiom CY 1986 to 1991, and in each of those years include at w s  that are 0-2 years old (and 
in a few years, some older cars as well). In the analyses that follow, the data have been limited to 0-2 
year old cars of model years 1984-89. They are further Iimited to the specific make-models of 
passenger cars that were included in most of the NCICPolk data analyses: make-models produced 
throughout 1984-89 that (1) got parts marking in 1987 and did not get antitheft devices in 1984-89, 

(2) got exemptions fiom parts marking in 1987 because antitheft devices were installed in 1987 or 

earlier, (3) got parts marking in 1987 and antitheft devices in 1989, or (4) did not get parts marking 
or antitheft devices throughout 1984-89. For these cars, the overall recovery rate [recoveries/thefis] 
in the HLDI-NICB data shows a gradual downward trend throughout 1984-89, no different fiom the 
preceding NCICDoIk data analyses. However the percentage of in-part recoveries [i.e., in-part 

recoveriedtotal recoveries] shows a much stronger downward trend, especially for the make-models 
that got parts marking or antitheft exemptions in 1987: 
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Percent Recovered "In Part" 

Parts 
Marking 
in 1987 

84 19.1 

85 19.5 
86 15.7 

87 11.6 

88 10.2 

89 10.3 

Antitheft 

Exemption 
in 1987 

10.0 

11.1 

11.2 

7.1 

8.2 

8.1 

P. M. in 87 
A-T. D. 

Neither 
23.9 13.2 
22.8 12.8 

21 4 11.7 

18.2 9.1 

17.3 9.3 

14.3 10.7 

At first glance, these results appear to have all the desired characteristics: the reduction is stronger 
Eom MY 1986 to 1987, when parts marking was first installed, than in other years. The downward 

trend is  substantially stronger for cars that got parts marking (from 19 to 10 percent) than for cars 
that did not get parts marking or antitheft devices (1 3 to 10 percent). It looks like a focused deterrent 
effect for cars that got parts marking in 1987, with.spi1lover to other cars and subsequent years. 

Unfortunately, the HLDI-NICB data are subject to the same bias as all data on parts marking 
(regression-to-the-mean effect due to the nonrandom selection of the make-models that got parts 
marking) plus possible additional biases of their own. The first indication of possible bias emerges 
when the rates are presented by calendar year rather than by model year. Since the data base is 
limited to cars-0-2 years old, there is a strong relationship between MY and CY (e.g., data on the M y  

1989 cars are derived only fiom CY 1989-91, while data on the MY 1984 cars are from CY 1986). 
The apparent MY effects in the preceding table might, to some extent, be CY effects: 

Calendar Year Percent Recovered In Part - All Ca Q 

86 18.6 

87 17.2 

88 11.3 

89 10.0 

90 10.1 

91 12.9 

A-54 



It is immediately apparent that the strong drop of "in pan" recoveries takes place in CY 1988, and 

not in CY 1987 as might be expected if the effect were really due to parts marking and antitheft 

devices. It might be argued that the effect was delayed for a year because it took time for an 

awareness of parts marking to "sink in" with professional thieves. Frankly, a more plausible 
explanation (although this analyst does not have detailed knowledge of the HLDI-MCB data base 

to prove the point) is that the 1988-91 data are not directly comparable with the 1986-87 data; that 

the definition of an "in part" recovery may have explicitly or implicitly changed. After all, the analysis 
of NCICPolk theft data (Figure A-9) showed an immediate effect for parts marking in 1987, not a 

delayed effect. 

. 

The strength of the calendar year effect, relative to the model year effect, is evident if the rates are 
computed by CY and MY: 

cx 
86 

87 

88 

89 

90 

91 

- MY 
84 

85 

86 

85 

86 

87 

86 

87 

88 

87 

88 

89 
88 

89 
89 

Percent Recovered 
in Part - All Cars 

18.1 
18.5 
19.7 

17.2 

18.4 

15.4 

10.9 

11.4 

12. I 
9.9 

10.5 

9.3 
10.6 

9.4 

12.9 
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In any CY, the in-part recovery rate is essentially the same for every MY. Specifically, in CY 1988, 

the in-part recovery rate is low even for MY 1986. The only hint of a model year effect is that in CY 
1987, the in-part recovery rate is somewhat lower for M Y  1987 than for MY 1985 or 1986 (although 
not nearly as low as the rates for any MY in CY 1988). This modest M Y  effect for M Y  1.987 in CY 
1987 raises a hope that parts marking has played a role. However, a firrther classification of the rates 
by CY, MY and make-model group (parts marking in 87 vs. no parts marking; models that got 

antitheft devices at any time in 1984-89 are excluded fiom the table) dashes this hope while creating 

others: 

cy 
86 

- M Y  
84 

85 

86 

87 85 

86 

87 

88 86 

87 

88 

89 87 

88 

89 

90 88 

89 

91 89 

Percent Recovered In Part 

Parts Marking 
in 1987 

19. I 
19.6 

19.7 

19.5 

19.9 

17.3 

9.7 

1 1 . 1  

11.2 

9.2 

10.1 ’ 

9.9 

10.0 

9.8 

11.3 

No Parts 
Marking 
13.2 

13.2 

14.7 

12.5 

13.9 

10.8 

8.6 

8.6 

10. I 

8.7 

8.7 

8.7 

9.4 

9.2 

13.6 

In both cases where a direct comparison of M Y  1986 and 1987 are possible - Le., in CY 1987 and 

1988, the year-to-year reduction is actually greater for the cars that did not get marked parts. In CY 
1987, the rate for models without marked parts dropped from 13.9 to 10.8, but for the cars that got 
marked parts, it only dropped fiom 19.9 to 17.3. In CY 1988, the rate for cars that did not get 

. .  
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marked parts remained unchanged at 8 6, but it increased from 9.7 to 11.1 for the cars that got 
marked parts. Thus, there does not appear to be a focused effect for marked parts in the expected 
direction in 1987. 

On the other hand, the preceding table clearly shows a longer-term reduction in the differential 
between the models that got marked parts and those that didn't. 

In CY 1986, the rate for the models that would subsequently get marked pans was consistently 50% 
higher than for those that would not That differential got smaller every year, especialry in 1988, and 
by 199 1 the cars with unmarked parts had a higher "in part" recovery rate. This long-term trend is 
perhaps not related to any possible changes in the HLDI-NICB definitions, since such changes ought 
to affect both make-model groups in the same direction. On the other hand, the long-term trend 
could well be a reflection of the Same regression-to-the-mean pattern that was seen in all the analyses 
of theft rates - or, optimistically, it could be a true indication that cars with marked parts were 
becoming Iess and less attractive to chop shops and professional thieves. 

Additional insight on the relative strength of the.various factors can be obtained by performing 
regression analyses on the "in part" recovery rates. One regression that fit the observed rates 
exceptionally well had the dependent variable DELRIP, the differential in the logs of the recovery 
rates, which was defined for each of the 15 allowed combinations of CY and M Y .  

where 

rlp = in-part recoveries, make-models that got parts marking 

r, = all recoveries, make-models that got parts marking 
rOp = in-part recoveries, make-models that did not get parts marking 
r, = all recoveries, make&odels that did not get parts marking 
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The independent variables included certain interactions of 

MARKED = 1 if MY is 87-89, 0 if MY i s  84-86 
CYGE88 = 1 if CY is 88-91, 0 if CY is 86-87 
MY - 87=MY-87 

CY-88 = CY-88 

and the regression weight factor was r,+r,. With I5 data points, the regression had an RZ of .92 1 and 
an F value of 29.02 (p < .OOOl). The regression coefficients were 

Parameter 

T for HO: P r  > ]TI S t d  Error of 
Xs t imat e Parameter=O Estimate 

INTERCEPT 0.4544791569 13.42 0.0001 0.03386093 

HARKED 0.1050890833 1 . 7 1  0.1185 0.06154310 

CYGE88 -.3144454267 - 5 . 2 5  0.0004 0.05994914 

MARK.ED*MY-87 0.0145630024 0 . 3 4  0 .7421 0.04304260 

CYGE88*CY-88 -. 1206890860 -3.57 0.0051 0.03599973 

In other words, the excess of the "in part" recovery rate for the models that got parts marking in 
1987, relative to the models that did not, was originally quite large (INTERCEPT). It shrank 
significantly in CY 1988 (CYGE88) and continued to shrink significantly in each subsequent calendar 
year (CYGE88*CY-88). The direct effect of parts marking was nonsignificant when it was originally 
introduced m M y  1987 (MARKED), and it changed little in subsequent model years 
(MARKED*MY_87). By CY 1991, cars with marked parts had slightly lower "in part" recovery 
rates than cars without marked parts. 

. 

Whereas this particular regression fit the actual recovery rates exceedingly well and suggests that the 
CY effect was strong while the direct parts-marking effect was nonsignificant, it should be noted that 
other sets of independent variables also fit the data well and some.of them showed a stronger parts- 
marking effect. Thus, it would not be appropriate to draw firm conclusions about the effects of parts 

marking, especially under the current circumstances, where possible biases inherent in the data limit 
the utility of any regression model. 

. 

- 
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Conclusions 
The analyses of theft and recovery data were unable to generate reliable quantitative estimates of theft 
reductions or recovery enhancements attributable to parts marking. They do not even allow an 
unequivocal conclusion that parts marking has been effective. That was almost inevitable given the 

highly nonrandom method whereby make-models were selected for parts marking or antitheft devices, 
resulting in biases in the the6 rate trends that would tend to obscure any effects that could reasonably 
be expected for parts marking. 

Nevenheless, the analysis results are not totally inconclusive or neutral. They produced five concrete 
indications of benefits for parts marking, each one hedged with caveats that made it fall short of a firm 
conclusion: 

(1) Above all, there was a conspicuous shift in theft rates in 1987, the first year of parts marking. 
Thefts shifted from the 1987 make-models with marked parts to their 1986 predecessors 
without marked parts, or to other 1987 make-models without marked pans. However, this 

effect had vanished by the time the cars were two years oId; also, the effect was more a shift 
in what cars were stolen than a reduction of overall theft rates. 

(2) Recovery rates for 1987 cars with parts marking were consistently higher than for the Same 

make-models in 1986, the last year before parts marking. Unlike the effect on theft rates, this 
benefit persisted as the model year I987 cars got older. On the other hand, the 1986-87 

favorable effect was followed by an unexpIained but consistent deterioration, starting in model 
year 1988, in the recovery rates of cars with parts marking relative to other make-models 
without the markings. 

(3) The rate of unrecovered thefts per million registration years is a surrogate for the incidence 
of ‘‘profeSSionaI” thefts. In calendar year 1987, the weawered-theft rate of model year I987 
cars with parts marking was 26 percent lower than expected. As the model year 1987 cars 

got older, this benefit diminished, but not to zero; it persisted at about 6 percent. That is the 
closest thing to a specific “effectiveness estimate” for parts marking. However, that observed 
benefit is within the “noise range” of possible biases in the data and it cannot be attributed to 
parts marking without considerable doubt. 
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(4) In the very long term (cars of the early 90's vs. cars of the late ~ U S ) ,  pans marking and 
antitheft devices appear to be associated with a reduction in theft rates. In other words, the 
make-models that were selected in 1983-84 to get parts marking or antitheft devices in 1987 

historically had higher theft rates than other make-models, even as far back as model year 
1976. But from model year 1991 onwards, their theft rates were slightly lower than other 

make models Unfortunately, little can be said about the crucial intervening years, the 1980's. 

The nonrandom selection of high-theft lines for parts marking caused a "regression to the 
mean" situation that obscured all other trends. It is only possible to compare cars of the late 
70's and early 90's. before and after the ''regression to the mean'' phenomenon. So many 
other factors couid be affecting theft trends over a 20-year period that it would be foolhardy 
to attribute the observed long-term reduction to parts marking. Additionally, the 
unrecovered-theft rates did not experience a similar long-term improvement. 

( 5 )  There was a strong reduction of "in part" vehicle recoveries, and a corresponding increase of 
"in whole'' and ''intact'' recoveries in all make-models after parts marking was introduced in 
1987, and especially in the make-models that got the markings. The reduction of "in part" 
vehicle recoveries could be an indication that chop shop operations and some other types of 
professional car theft are declining. However, a closer examination of the data showed that 
the reduction did not coincide with the introduction of parts marking, but mostly came 1-3 

years later, possibly as a result of factors unrelated to parts marking, such as biases in the 
data. 

By contrast, 'for at least one type of factory-installed antitheft device, the available data provide 
unequivocal evidence of effectiveness. One domestic manufacturer installed a system as standard 
equipment in various car lines during 1989-94. This system was associated with an immediate - and 
persistent - 70 percent reduction in the theft rate and a 58 percent reduction in the unrecovered-theft 
rate. In other words, the devices appear to be quite effective in reducing all kinds of thefts, both the 

"professional" and the "casual" type. 

Substantially fewer data were available on the antitheft devices installed by other manufacturers. 
Specific estimates were not obtained, but the available data suggest considerable variation in 
effectiveness. With some of the devices, little change was seen in theft rates; with others, there were 
reductions comparable to those for the domestic manufacturer. 
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On the whole, the analysis results seem to suggest that the approach of the Anti Car Theft Acts, 
which view both parts-marking and factory-installed antitheft devices as effective deterrents to 
automobile thefl, has had benefits. Only a small effect, such as a 2 percent reduction of unrecovered 
thefts is necessary for parts marking to be cost-effective. An effect of that magnitude would have 
been obscured in the data available for the analyses. However, the positive results described above 
hint that the effect of parts marking might have been greater than 2 percent, at least at certain times. 
Antitheft devices, at least those installed in certain vehicles, are many times more effective, but also 
many times higher in cost. Parts marking and antitheft devices are components of a larger program 
that has, on the whole, succeeded. As shown in the main repon, overall theft rates have leveled off 
and even began to decline after 1989-90. When the team wins, each of the individual players gets 
some credit. 

Two other issues tie in with the analysis results. It has been mentioned repeatedly that the nonrandom 
selection of high-theft make-models for parts marking impeded the evaluation, leaving the 

effectiveness of parts marking in doubt. Hopefully, fiture introductions of simiIar countermeasures 
will be done on a random basis or according to an experimental design that makes it easier to measure 
effectiveness. 

Some of the analyses hinted that parts marking had a short-term effect that may have waned in 

subsequent years. That's at best a tentative finding, given the uncertainties in all the analyses. 
However, it corresponds to the view that many professional thieves, before too long, learned how 
to obliterate the markings. If so, that might encourage consideration of more permanent systems of 
parts marking, given the high potential for benefits relative to cost. 
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APPENDIX B 

AVALYSIS OF REGRESSION TO T?E MEAN M THEFT RATES OF CARS 
WITH MARKED AND C W A R K E D  PARTS 

Prepared by Robert F Cook and Maria T Woolverron , KRA Corporation under conkact with the NHTSA. Some of 
the specific models nIth antitheft derices we incorrectly classified which is COKeCted in Appendis A and the main 
report. This appendis is retamed to illustrate the effect of regression to the mean 

The intent behind the introduction of vehicle parts marking (and installation of anti-theft devices) was 
to reduce vehicle theft rates. While theft rates of marked and anti-theft equipped vehicles have fallen, 
rates for unmarked vehicles have risen. This anaIysis examines whether this convergence in theft rates 
is due to a statistical phenomenon known as regression to the mean. 

The phenomenon of regression to the mean can occur as the result of selection of a subgroup from 
a larger population using a selection criteria that is somehow related to the vm’able of interest. 
Comparison is then made of the average value on some measure for the subgroup to the average 

result from the same subgroup in a later period. The average of the subgroup can change 
systematically for purely statistical reasons that have nothing to do with the phenomenon that is 
presumably under study. The extent to,which this occurs depends upon the correlation of the values 
of the measure fiom one period of time to the next in the overall population. 

A good exampIe of this phenomenon is pre- and post-test scores in a class. Suppose students are 
given a test of statistical ability at the outset of a class in statistics. Let us assume that the average 
grade on the pre-test is 75 percent. Let us hrther assume, as is often the case, that the class has no 
effect on the statistical ability of the average student, Therefore, we wouId expect that the average 
post-test score would also be 75 percent This result is not tembly satisfjllng, so we want to see if 
the class helped those who were “statistically challenged.” We select those students who scored 
poorly on the pre-test and find that their average score was 60 percent. In the post-test, the same 
sample of students obtains an-average score‘of 70 percent. Should we conclude that the class 
“helped” them? The answer is probably not. Since the average score on the two tests remained the 
Same for all students, if this group of students scored better on the post-test, then some other group 
must have scored worse than they did on the pre-test. In fact, this has to be the case. Had we 

selected a similarly sized group of those who did well on the pre-test (let us assume an average score 
of90 percent), we would have found that, on average, they did worse on the post-test (likely average 
score 80 percent). Is it possible that the class made them worse om The answer is that unless the 
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scores on the two tests are perfectly correlated, we would expect some regression towards the mean 
of the second test in the average scores of both subgroups. We should not conclude that the class 
“helped” the low scoring group or “hurt” the high scoring group. 

The same phenomenon seems to occur in the case of vehicle parts marking (or the alternate, anti-theft 
device installation). Cars that were originally required to have marked parts were selected fiom 

among those with above-median theft rates in 1983 and 1984. They were first marked in 1987. 

Conversely, one could say that the cars that remain unmarked were “selected“ from among those with 
lower-than-median theft rates in 1983 and 1984. This latter group is similar to the group in the 

example above that had below average pre-test scores, and the marked cars could be considered 
similar to the high scoring subgroup. 
Exhibit 1 shows the time trend of theft rates for new unmarked, marked and anti-theft cars over the 
period fiom 1984 to 1991. The theft rate of vehicles in 1984 would be equivalent to the pre-test in 
our example. The theft rate in any other year could be considered a post-test measurement. Given 
the method by which cars were selected to be marked, we would expect some regression to the mean 

in the apparent theft rates. 

* 

Exhibit 1 
Theft Rates for Current Year Cars 

lee* imes ieae lee7 i o 8 6  isae 1990 i o e i  1092 
Yoor - Unmarked C m r r  

__C_ M-rkrd C m r r  - Antl-Theft C-m 

Exhibit 1 appears 

to show regression to the mean for the marked, anti-theft, and unmarked vehides. The theft rates 

of current year marked and anti-theft cars decline and the theft rate of unmarked cars increases until 
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the groups are roughly equivalent in 1991, This is to be expected if they are selected subgroups of 
the general population of cars and the theft rates in any two different time periods are not perfectly 
correlated. The issue then is whether regression to the mean can account for all of the apparent 
change in vehicle theft rates or whether the requirement of parts marking or installation of anti-theft 
devices has had an overall effect on vehicle theft. 

Estimation of Regression to the Mean Effects 

As alluded to in the above example, the extent of regression to the mean of observed results for a 
given selected subgroup (e.g.. marked cars) from the population depends upon the correlation 
between the two measures (e.g., theft rates) in time in the overall population. If the scores on the pre 
and post measures are uncorrelated, then any difference in the average score of a particular subgroup 
i s  purely random. If this is the case, then the most likely value on a second measure is the average 
for the population, that is, complete regression to the mean of the population. If, on the other hand, 
scores on the two tests are perfectly correlated (r = 1 .OO), the most likely value for the average theft 
rate of a subgroup of cars is the same as in the pre-test (e.g., the average theft rate of the subgroup 
in 1984). In this case there would be no regressionto the mean (average) of the population. 

It follows from the above that, if the correlation of the two scores (theft rates) for the entire 
population is known, as well as the average scores for the population on each measure and the 
average score of the subgroup for the first measure, we can calculate the expected regression to the 
mean. In the current example, if the average theft rates for all passenger vehicles at both points in 
time and the correlation between the two theft rates are known, as well as the theft rate of the 
subgroups, it is possible to estimate what the theft rate of the subgroup of vehicles would be at a 
second point in time if' it were due only to the regression to the mean phenomenon. 

The formula for the percentage regression to the mean is as follows: 

P, = 1 OO( 1 -r) 
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Where: 

= Percentage regression to the mean 

r 
= Correlation between two measures in time 

If we then know the average score for the entire population as well as the average score for the 
particular subgroup in each time period, we can estimate the expected effect of regression. The 
expected value of the average theft rate of the subgroup at the time of the second measurement is 
estimated as follows: 

Where: 

Ex7 = Expected value of the mean of subgroup on the second measure 

= Mean of the measure at a second point in time 

= Mean of the subgroup on the first m e w r e  
7 

If we know the expected effect of the likely regression to the mean for marked vehicles, then any 
residual reduction in the observed theft rate in the later period may be the result of vehicle marking. 
We can also perform the Same calculation for unmarked vehicles to observe the likely change in the 
theft rate of these vehicles. The difference between the actual and expected value of the mean of the 

subgroup in the second time period is as follows: 



Or, from above: 

Where: 

E@IF)= Expected value of the difference in theft rate in time period two 

= Mean value for the subgroup in time period two 

The point should also be made that, in the current analysis, we are concerned with the entire 
population of passenger vehicles of which a subset are marked, unmarked, etc. The theft rate for 
each subset is calculated by dividing the number of thefts by the total number of each type of vehicle 
registered (in this case for the current year model). Thus, the results are not subject to the usual 
measures of sample significance. 

From the above example, the population (the class) has to remain the same from the time of the first 
measurement to the second. This has not been the case for passenger vehicles. The first passenger 
vehicle models to have required parts marking were identified in 1984 and first marked in 1987. 

Subsequently, more models have been designated for parts marking and some manufacturers have 
elected to instid anti-theft devices in lieu of parts marking. For the current analysis, we selected 66 

models that were in production continuously from I984 through 199 1. Of these, 43 were marked 
or had anti-theft devices installed as of 1987 or 1988. The marked and anti-theft equipped vehicles 
were combined into one group, referred to as the “marked” group for the remainder of this paper.3 
We started the series in 1984 since that was the year the first models were selected. Continuing the 
series through 1991 provided the longest series with the largest cohort of models. Also, successor 

Ofthe 43 models included in the marked group, 30 were marked continuously during the period 
1987/1988 to I99 1 
quipped with anti-theft devices continuously during the period 1987/1988 to I99 1. 

An additional 7 marked models added anti-thefi devices in 1990 or 1991. Six models wire 
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legislation passed in 1992 designated additional models for marking based on 1990 and 1991 theft 

rates. 

Effects of Regression to the Mean on Average Theft Rates 

Table 1 shows the average theft rates for each type of passenger car (and predecessors) in each year 
from 1984 to 199 1 and is the data upon which the graph in Exhibit 1 is based. The theft rate for 
marked cars declines over the period 6om 1984 to 1991 from I .  1 5 percent to 71 3 percent. For anti- 
theft equipped vehicles, the theft rate declines fiom 1.3 1 percent to ,797 percent. At the same time, 
the average theft rate for unmarked passenger vehicles increases fiom ,470 percent in 1984 to a high 
of ,809 in 1989, and then decreases somewhat in 1990 and 1991 to a rate of .650 in 1991. 

Table 2 shows the number of registered vehicles, thefts, and theft rates for marked, unmarked, and 
total passenger cars in each year from 1984 through 199 1 for the 66 models included in this analysis. 
For the marked group (including anti-theft vehicles), the theft rate in 1984 is 1.292 percent and 
declines to ,760 in 1991. The theft rate for unmarked vehicles rises from ,444 in 1984 to a high of 
,742 percent in 1989 and then declines to ,630 in 1991. The weighted average rate for all vehicles 

included in the analysis declines over the period fiom .866 to .689. 

Table 3 shows the correlation matrix for the overall theft rate by year. The year-to-year correlations 
of the theft rate are quite high. However, as might be expected, correlations decline as the time 
interval between measurements lengthens. Of importance to the current analysis, the coefficient of 
variation for 1984 and 1991 vehicle theft rates is ,3242. The correlation coefficient (R) is then 

S694. We would therefore expect the rate for marked vehicles to regress (1-.5694), or 
approximately 43 percent of the way fiom the 1984 rate toward the all-vehicle average rate in 199 1, 

ifregression to the mean were the only factor affecting the change in theft rates. Similarly, we would 
expect the theft rate for unmarked vehicles to rise 43 percent of the distance fiom the rate in 1984 

toward the rate for all vehicles in 199 1. 

These calculations are shown in Table 4a. The actual rates in 1984 and 1991 are taken fiom Table 
2. The expected rate in 1991 is the 1984 rate plus.or minus 43 percent of the difference between the 
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1984 rate for each class of vehicle and the all-vehicle rate in 1991 of 689. In Table 4a. we calculated 
the average theft rates of marked and unmarked passenger cars as well as the weighted total of the 
two. We then calculated the expected theft rates for each type of vehicle and a weighted total in 
1991. The difference column in the table shows the difference between the actual and expected theft 

rates for each category in 1991. 

Over the period I984 through 1991, the actual theft rate for marked vehicles declines fiom 1.292 
percent to ,760 percent. The rate calculated on the basis of the expected degree of regression to the 
mean declines to 1 032 percent Thus, over the entire period, regression effects account for 5 5  

percent of the observed decline in the theft rate for marked vehicles. Over the same period, the theft 
rate for unmarked vehicles rises fiom ,444 percent to ,630 percent. However, the theft rate expected 
in 1991 based on regression to the mean rises only to .550 percent. Thus, regression effects account 
for onIy 57 percent of the observed rise in the theft rate of unmarked vehicles. The combined theft 
rate declines from .866 to ,689 over the period. However, the expected average rate, which is the 

weighted average expected rate for marked and unmarked vehicles, is .768. Thus, overall, regression 
to the mean accounts for 55  percent of the decline in the theft rate for all vehicles in the population. 

If regression effects account for onIy slightly more than half of the decline in the theft rate of the 
marked group, then some other factors (such as parts marking) must be involved in reducing thefts 
of those vehicles. Similarly, if only a little more than half the rise in the theft rate of unmarked 
vehicles over the period can be accounted for by regression effects, then something else is 
contributing to the rise. One possible explanation for the remainder of the increase is that while parts 

marking may contribute to a reduction in theft for marked vehicles, it may also raise the theft rates 
of unmarked vehicles by altering the preferences of car thieves4 However, the overall theft rate 
declines by more than can be accounted for by regression effects. This suggests an effect of parts 
marking on the overall theft rate. 

We performed similar calculations for the 1984 to 1989 interval (Table 4b). The overall correlation 
of theft rates for this period (from Table 3) is higher, (.38 15). Based on this correlation, we would 

A suggested title for this paper was "Do Car Thieves Read the Federal Regisrer." In fact. we found -an 
article on how to remove marking from vehicle parts on the Internet. 
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expect rates to regress approximately 38% of the way toward the mean of the all-vehicle theft rate 
for 1989. Similar to results from the 1991 analysis, for marked vehicles the actual theft rate is below 
the expected rate and for unmarked vehicles the actual rate is above the expected rate. Thus, the 
decline in the theft rate for marked vehicles is greater than can be explained by regression effects, 
The same is true for the overall theft rate. Similarly, the theft rate for unmarked vehicles rises by 
more than can be explained by regression effects. Of the overall change in theft rates, regression 
effects account for 60 percent of the observed change for marked vehicles and 48 percent of the 
increase in the theft rate of unmarked vehicles over the period. Again, the rest of the change in theft 
rates must be attributable to other causes, including parts marking. 

As shown in Table 4c, we also performed the same calculations for the 1984 through I986 period. 
This period was after vehicles had been identified for marking, but before actual marking of parts 
began. Over this shorter period, the coefficient of variation of the overall theft rate is considerably 
higher (.6295) and so the expected regression effect on theft rates is smaller (21 percent). During 
this period, the theft rate for marked vehicles actually declined less than would be expected as the 
result of regression to the mean. Therefore, something else was raising the theft rate in this period. 
Similarly, the actual theft rate for unmarked vehicles rises less than would be expected as the result 
of regression effects (as does the total rate). Therefore, some other cause must be found for the 
lower than expected theft rate for unmarked vehicles. 

The fact that regression to the mean of the theft rates more than accounts for the actual change in 
theft rates in the period before parts marking took effect and for only 55 to 60 percent of the decIine 
in the theft rate for marked vehicles after parts marking suggests that the “other cause” for the 

unexpected decline in theft rates of these vehicles may be at least partially the result of parts marking. 
At the same time, similar, but opposite effects for unmarked cars fiom the period prior to marking 
to after parts marking took effect also suggests that parts marking had apsi t ive effect on the theft 
rates of unmarked vehicles. That is, parts marking had the effect of changing the preferences of car 

- 

thieves toward unmarked vehicles. 
. .  I .-  

A final possibility, not accounted for by this analysis, is a change in taste among those responsible for 

vehicle theft. This period also saw the beginning of the rise in the population of minivans and sport 
- 
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utility vehicles. It is possible that the decline in passenger vehicle theft is the result of a shift to 
increased theft of these other vehicles. Minivans and sport utility vehicles are included in the larger 

category of light trucks. However, the theft rate for this category of vehicle parallels that of 
passenger vehicles over the period from 1984 to 1991 -’ 

Table 1 

Average Theft Rates 
Current Year Passenger Vehicles by Type 

(In Percent) 
1984 - 1991 

’ The theft rate for light trucks rises kom 0387 percent in 1984 to ,0557 percent in 1989 and then declines to 
.OS35 percent in 1991. 
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1990 

1991 

13453 1704209 789 12026 I776966 677 25479 3481 I75 732 

1 I898 1566 172 760 I1941 1 89440 1 630 23879 7460573 689 

Table 2 

Thefts, Registrations and Theft Rates 
For Current Year Marked and Unmarked Passenger Vehicles 

1984 - 1991 

I Marked Vehicles 1 Unmarked Vehicles I Total 

Year I Thefts I Registered I Theft Rate 1 Thefts I Registered I Theft Rate I Thefts I Registered I Theft Rate 

1984 I28467 I2204121 1 1.292 I 9889 I2224822 I .444 138356 I4428943 1 ,866 

1985 I26365 12116771 I 1246 I 11304 12272655 I ,497 137669 I4389426 I .858 

1986 26191 2073878 1.263 12358 2399687 ,515  3 8549 4473565 862 

1987 21306 1909210 1 116 I3468 2311153 .583 34774 4220363 ,824 

1988 20633 19207 I 2 1.074 . 13915 1966599 708 34548 38873 1 I 8 89 

' 

1989 I 16876 I 1857274 1 ,909 I 15049 I2027029 .742 131925 13884303 I ,822 
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8 1 
I 

a4 Rate 

85 Rate 

86 Rate 
, ' I  

81 Rate 

88 Rate 

89 Rate 

90 Rate 

91 Rate 

84 Rate 

1 .oooo 
.8795 

.6295 

.5387 

.47@ 

38  15 

.2600 

.3242 

85 Rate 

I .OOoO 

.8016 

-70% 

S637 

.3441 

.I916 

-1891 

Table 3 

Theft Rate Correlation Matrix 
1984 - 1991 

86 Rate 87 Rate 88 Rate 89 Rate 90 Rate 91 Rare 

1 .oooo 
.9179 1 .oow 
.7679 .7856 t .oooo 
.3110 .4 162 S308 1 .oooo 
.2403 3599 .5360 ,8069 1 .om0 

. I 570 .I654 .4181 .6WO .798 1 1 .om0 

.. . 
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Table 4 

Vehicle Type 

Marked 

Calculation of Expected Regression 
Marked and Unmarked Passenger Vehicles 

1984 Rate 1991 Rate 1991 Rate Difference 
(Actual) (Expected 

1.292 I .760 1.032 -.272 

Unmarked .444 ,630 ,550 +.080 

4b. 1984-1991 

Total ,866 

~~~ ~~ 

,822 I .826 (weighted) - .004 

.689 ,768 (weighted) - 079 

4 ~ .  1984-1991 

I Vehicle Type I 1984 Rate 1991 Rate 1991 Rate 
(Expected 

I .203 

,530 

I! . 1 I (Actual) 
Difference 

+.060 

-.015 

Marked 

Unmarked 

,866 ,862 

1.292 1.263 

.444 ,515 
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APPENDIX C 
VEHICLE AGE AND PASSENGER C A R  THEFT AND RECOVERY EXPERIENCE 

The Effect of Vehicle Aee on Thefts And Recoveries 

It is not clear whether vehicle age is a factor in a thief s motive for stealing a vehicle. Data are not 

available to detennine the motive for thefts or for the theft of a vehicle as the vehicle ages. However, 
an overview of the thefi and age of 
vehicle relationship can be explored 
by looking at the theft rates as the 
vehicle ages. 

Vehicle A3e and Theft Rates of 
Passenper Cars 

Theft rates6 by vehicIe age for model 
years 1986 - 1995 were calculated to 

FIGURE C- 1 
TREFT RATES - CALENDAR YEAR 
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200 +-- I 

determine ifa relationship exists. When looking at vehicle age over that period of time it appears that 
theft rates actuaIly increase as vehicles age. Ignoring the effects of both calendar year and model year 
would lead the analyst to that assumption. The analyses was carehl to control for the calendar year 
and model year effects on the relationship between vehicle age and theft rates. 

The calendar year of theft is the year in which any model year passenger car was stolen. For example, 
if a car produced in 1990 was stolen in 1994 then it would be recorded as stolen in calendar year 
1994, just like a w produced in 1986 and stolen in 1994 would be considered stolen in calendar year 
1994. Figure C-1 shows the theft rates for the calendar years 1986-1995. Theft rates for vehicles 
stolen have steadily decreased over that 10 year period of time. Obviously passenger cars have been 
stoIen less often over the past decade. 

. 

6Thefi rates are the number of stolen vehicles in a given year (from the FBI files) divided , 
by the number of registered vehicles (fiom the R.L. Polk files of total vehicles registered by all 
states in the U.S. in the same given year). 
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The model year of the theft is the year in which the vehicle was produced. For example, a vehicle 
produced in the period from September 1995 through August 19% would be considered a model year 
1996 vehicle. Unlike calendar year theft rates, model year theft rates have fluctuated over that same 

10 year period Figure shows that the late 80s' model year thefts rates were declining through the 
early 90s' models but began to increase again fiom 1993 to 1995 models. Combining model year and 

calendar year theft rates produces a confbsing pattern. 

To explore the relationship of theft and vehicles age, the theft rates for each vehicIe age for each of 

the model years 1986-1 994 were calculated. .Also, theft rates combining model years 1986 - 1988 
were calculated for vehicle ages 0 through 8 years. Theft rates for model years 1987 through 1992 

either increased and then remained stable after the first year of age or remained reIatively consistent 

throughout several years of age. The only model year that shows a rise in theft rates as the vehicle 
ages is model year 1986. The following graphs show the vehicle age theft rates for models 1987- 
1992. 

FIGURE C-2 FIGURE C-3 
THEFT RATES - MODEL YEAR 
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FIGURE C-4 
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FIGURE C-6 
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FIGURE C-8 
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FIGURE C-7 
MODFL YEAR 90 TREPT RATE3 
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FIGURE C-9 
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Figure C-10 shows the theft rates for the combined model years of 1986-1988. Theft rates for those 
modeIs and vehicle ages fluctuated only slightly from ages one through seven. The linear regression 
for vehicle age and theft rates was not significant. The age of a vehicle does not provide any 
indication of its likelihood of theft. Vehicles that are seven years oId are ody slightly more vulnerable 

3YR 

to theft then vehicles that are one year old. 
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Recovery Rates for Passenper Cars 
Recovery rates for passenger cars as they age remain relatively stable. For the same model years 
1986-1988 across the vehicle age recovery rates range from 85-88 percent and averaged 86 percent. 
Figure (2-11 shows the recovery rates for model years 1986-1988 for vehicle ages 0 to eight years 
of age. Older models are not any less or more likely to be recovered than newer model passenger 
cars. 

FIGURE C- 12 
THEFT RATES - MODEL YEAR 1 6 9 5  
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Vehicle Ase and Theft and Recovery Rates for Li@t Trucks 
Vehicle age theft rates for light trucks were also calculated. Figure C- 12 shows the combined theft 
rates for model years 1986-1995 as they aged over a nine year period. M e r  an initial increase in theft 
rates from 0 to 1 year of age, theft rates decreased six percent fiom vehicle age 2 through age 7. The 
average theft rate was 444 and ranged fiom a low of 348 to a high of 481. The linear regression for 
theft rates and vehicle age was not significant. Vehicle age does not provide any additional 
information about the likelihood of theft of light trucks as they age. 
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Recovery rates for light trucks fluctuated only slightly for the same period of time Figure C-13 shows 

the recovery rates for light trucks from age 0 to 8 years of age. Recovery rates for light trucks 
ranged fiom 74 percent to 82 percent and averaged 79 percent. As with passenger cars, vehicles age 
tells us little about the likelihood of recovery of light trucks 

FIGURE C-13 
RECOVERY RATES - MODEL YEAR (6-95 
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Effect of Parts Markinp on Vehicle Ape and Theft and Recovery Rates 

Thee rates were calculated to determine the effect of parts marking on passenger car theft rates as 
they age. Figure C-14 shows the theft rates for unmarked, marked, and anti-theft model year 1986- 

1988 passenger cars as they aged over a nine year period. Theft rates for both the unmarked and 
marked vehicles increased from 0 to I years of age. Theft rates for unmarked vehicles fluctuated 
slightly for first through seven years of age and then increased from age 7 to 8. Although at a higher 
rate, theft rates for marked cars minored the same trend as the unmarked cars. 

FIGURE C- 14 
THEFT RATES - MODEL YEAR 86-BU 
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Anti-theft device theft rates trends differed slightly from both marked and unmarked models. h t i -  

theft device theft rates increased slightly from vehicle age 1 to 5 then decreased from age 5 through 
7, and increased from 7 to 8 like the other marked and unmarked models did. But for all'models, 
theft rates remain relatively consistent from ages 2 through 7 years of age. None of the linear 
regressions for the unmarked, marked, or anti-theft passenger cars were significant. Again, age is not 

a good predictor of the likelihood of the theft of a passenger car. 

Recovery rates for the unmarked, marked, and anti-theft 1986-1988 model year vehicles were 
relatively stable for vehicle ages 0 through 8 years. Unmarked vehicles are recovered slightly less 

often then either the marked or anti-theft vehicles as they age. Vehicle age is not a predictor of the 

possibility of recovery for either the unmarked, marked, or anti-theft cars. 

FIGURE C- 15 
RECOVERY R A ~ S  - MODEL YEAR 16-11 
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Summary and Discussion of Docket Comments 
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Summary of Docket Comments 

Docket No 97-042, Notice I 

97-042-NO 1-002 Jaguar Cars Inc. 

A. Jaguar says the Preliminary Report incorrectly shows the Jaguar XIS as an unmarked 
vehicle for the 1984-1991 model years. According to Jaguar, aI1 models (XJ6, xT6 

Vanden Plas, and Majestic Sovereign) - four-door, coupes, and convertibles have been 
marked since 1987, when parts marking began. 

97-042-NO 1-003 Florida Motor Vehicle Theft Prevention Authority 

A. The Authority fully supports the continuation of the parts-marking program. Parts 
marking assists in both investigation and prosecution of thieves. It is an effective deterrent 
to professional thefi when combined with other proactive law enforcement efforts. 

B. The Authority also supports more permanent marking methods since it would hrther 
discourage thefts, making selling stolen parts more difficult, costly and add more risk to 
the stolen parts market. As a minimum, current labeling should be continued. 

C. The Authority thinks that parts marking should be expanded to all newly manufactured 
vehicles, both imports and domestic. 

D. The Authority feels the insurance industry should be required to be more proactive, such 
as inspecting and verifLing V" numbers and parts before claims are paid or policies 
issued. 

E. Theft of air bags is a significant problem with few tools to help auto theft investigators. 
The Authority supports any laws that would assist in the marking or control of air bags. 

. 
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97-042-N01-004 American Automobile-Manufacturers Associatiori 

A. Antitheft Devices 

1. AAMA disagrees with the Preliminary Reports finding that antitheft devices are 
about as beneficial as parts marking in deterring auto theft. 

2. There are errors in the date when certain vehicles had antitheft devices that 

influences the findings. ’ 

3.  Antitheft devices have evolved and active systems have been replaced by passive 
systems requiring no action by the driver. Eventually passive systems were 
replaced by devices that disabled the engine The more recent systems are more 
effective in reducing auto theft 

4. AAMA cites the Highway Loss Data Institute (HLDI) findings of the effectiveness 
of antitheft devices in reducing theft. 

5 .  Vehicles with antitheft devices are less likely to be stolen for joyriding or 
transportation, thus their recovery rates are lower. 

6 .  Thirteen states mandate discounts for antitheft devices. No states do so for 
vehicles with marked parts according to the AAMA. If antitheft devices did not 

reduce vehicle theft, insurers would provide data to persuade legislators to remove 
the mandates. 

7. In 1997, about 34% of cars and light trucks made by AAMA members had 
standard antitheft devices. For 1998, this will increase to 54%. 
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B. Parts Marking 

1. A A M A ’ s  theoretical discussion of parts marking as an auto theft deterrent 
indicates that the effect is limited and indirect. 

2. M M A  says the Preliminary Report indicates that auto insurers appear to be 
putting minimal effort into tracking used parts. 

C. The Report’s Analysis of Parts marking 

1. The short term analysis in the Preliminary Report includes models that were 
redesigned between 1984 and 1989. , 

2. AAMA disagrees with the hypothesis that a significant reduction in theft rate might 
be expected starting in 1987. AAMA is not surprised that there was little evidence 
to support the hypothesis. 

3. AAMA says that if parts marking were an effective deterrent, theft and recovery 
trends should be greater as years pass because more thieves are apprehended and 
prosecuted. AAMA says the Preliminary Report showed the opposite -- the initial 
reduction in thefts and increase in recoveries vanished by the time cars were two 
years old. 

4. AAMA says the report is inconsistent: it says that because of other factors, long 
term reductions cannot be attributed to parts marking; yet, the report identifies 
long term theft trends as one of four indications of the benefits of parts marking. 

D. AAMA says that more permanent markings by stamping ,md marking glazing would 
dramatically increase costs. 

1 

c 

E. Insurance companies, according to AGMq should be required to check parts. 
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F. Before imposing additional requirements, APUM-4 contends, the National Motor Vehicle 
Title Information System and National Stolen Auto Part Infohation System should be 
evaluated 

97-042-N0l-005 Advocates for Hiphway and Auto Safety 

A. Because the Prelimhay Report finds parts marking useful arresting and prosecuting auto 
thieves, is cost effective while imposing minimal cost to the auto industry, Advocates for 
Highway and Auto Safety support the continuation of parts marking which Advocates 
feels should be mandatory for all passenger vehicles. 

B. The law enforcement agencies surveyed indicated that parts marking was key to detecting 
stolen parts and as evidence of trafficking in stolen parts which parallels other law 
enforcement programs to mark valuable personal property for detection and recovery of 
stoIen items and as evidence in prosecuting thieves. 

C. The finding in the report that parts markingplays an important role in detection and 
prosecution of professional car thieves and chop shop operators is supported by an article 
on car theft in New York City which shows thefts down from 1980 total because of 
effective prosecution of professional car theft rings and the closure of chop shops. Parts 
marking is part of a comprehensive approach to vehicle theft reduction that can be highly 
effective. 

D. Advocates does not agree that antitheft devices are equivalent to parts marking in 
effectiveness. Granting exemptions may confound the determination of parts marking 
effectiveness. Because the report does not desegregate data on antitheft equipped vehicles 
which are not exempted, the benefits of parts marking alone are difficult to determine. 
Advocates recommends this be done. Because of the high cost of antitheft devices, their 
effectiveness must be examined, according to Advocates. 

E. Severd exempted car lines with antitheft devices continue to have very high theft rates. 
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Once granted, the car line exemption seems to continue despite these high theft rates, 
Advocates says, NHTSA appears not to show interest in reviewing exemptions in light of 
continued high theft rates and, as a result, revoking the exemption in favor of parts 
marking. 

F. While Advocates endorses more permanent marking methods, it believes that NHTSA 
should explore marking all passenger vehicles. Advocates is convinced that this should 
include vehicles currently exempted: vehicles with antitheft devices should also have 

marked parts. 

97-042-NO 1-006 Nissan No rth America. Inc. 

A. Wissan feels the statement in the Preliminary Report that the cost of the labels and their 
assembly process has not changed may be in error. Nissan found costs of capitalization 
for plant and equipment, theft labels, and labor and related expenses to mark parts 
beginning in the 1997 model year for models produced Japan ranged fiom $14 to $20 per 
vehicle. Nissan vehicles produced in the U:S. have a somewhat lower cost. 
Approximately 70% of Nissan vehicles are manufactured in the U.S. The overail average 
cost for all their vehicles, according to Nissan, is substantially higher than the report’s 
estimated $4.92. Nissan suggests that other manufacturers with low volume production 
lines subject to parts marking might have costs in excess of the $22 Congressional ceiling. 

d I t i - A g e n c y  Auto Theft Task Force 

A. The Task Force includes investigators from the FBI, U.S. Customs Service, IRS, Florida 
Highway Patrol, Dade County State Attorney’s OfFice, Metro-Dade Police Department, 
Mami Police Department, Miami Beach Police Department, Hialeah Gardens Police 
Department, and the NICB. The Task Force found parts marking an invaluable law 
enforcement toll for combating auto theft. 
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C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

In 1996, the Task Force recovered 867 stolen vehicles worth an estimated $17.5 million 
and made over 400 arrests. Part labels played an important role in a majority of these 
cases. A Iabel on a major component was consistently being missed which allowed 
investigators to positively identify stolen vehicles which resulted in vehicles being 
recovered in chop shops and being exported. This resulted in federal indictments. 

The parts marking program should be continued and expanded, according to the Task 

Force. All new vehicles should be marked. Since the top stolen vehicles vary by 
geographic region, marking all vehicles will better cover the U.S. If all vehicles were 
marked, officers in all jurisdictions would become aware of the parts marking program and 
its benefits. As more officers are educated, recoveries and arrests will increase and thefts 
will decline says the Task Force. 

The Task Force says more parts should be marked and markings should be more 
permanent. Air bags, a safety item, should also be considered a major part to be marked. 
With permanent markings, companies could ensure that factory instdied airbags were in 
vehicles -- if there was installation by an unauthorized mechanic, parts marking could 
prove tampering had taken place. 

Factory Etched windows is also recommended by the Task Force. Often windows with 
original V" etching are overlooked by thieves. 

More permanent markings are better. While the Task Force has been able to prove that 
labels have been removed, investigators have been unable to identify the original VTN. 

97-O42-N0 1-008 FloridaAuto Theft Intellieence Unit 

A. The Florida unit is a non-profit organization with 468 active members inchding Federal 
State and Municipal law enforcementlauto theft investigators in Florida. Also membership 

includes representatives of insurance companies, rental vehicle companies, and auto theft 
deterrent manufacturers. 
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B. The Unit has a component part labeling course and has instructed over 3,000 officers 
nationwide. 

C. The Unit says most law enforcement officers are either not aware or do not know how to 
identi+ vehicles using confidential or secondary numbers. Training for parts marking has 
not been readily available and is lacking in many jurisdictions. Auto theft investigation 
requires expertise particularly in vehicle identification. However, more agencies are 

becoming aware of parts marking. 

D. Task forces and prevention authorities are being formed in Florida and nationwide to 
combat auto theft. Thousands of vehicles have been recovered in Florida as a direct result 
of parts marking. The Unit hopes that parts marking wilI cover more car lines and other 
vehicle classes to provide law enforcement with continued investigative tools. 

E. Law Enforcement is becoming more educated in parts marking and finding altered and 
counterfeit labels. A more secure/permanent means to mark parts should be considered. 
Some current labels may be easily peeled while others self destruct and leave footprints. A 

system called invisographic type labels leave the !%I1 VIN as its footprint. 

F. With airbag replacement costing from $500 to $1,500 or more, the Unit recommends that 
airbags be marked. VTN etching of windows has proven to be a valuable tool to law 
enforcement. In nine years, one investigator only found two cases where etched windows 
were replaced. 

G. While antitheft devices prevent casual thefts, the professional still can defeat them. The 
Unit recommends that cars with antitheft devices also have marked parts rather than being 
granted an exemption from marking. 

97-042-NO 1-009 Volkswagen of America In;E, 

A. Cost of Compliance 
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1 .  Volkswagen says for its Cabriolet Convertible and Corrado car lines, the cost of pans 
marking for labor and materials was $15.77 [in 1990 dolIars], excluding the engine and 
transmission. From VW’s viewpoint, the major disadvantage of parts marking is the 
investment in the printing equipment for the labels and the factory logistics for applying 
them. Volkswagen questions the Preliminary Report’s average cost per vehicle in 1995 

dollars of $4.92. 

2. VW indicates that should additional vehicles be required to have marked parts, the 
investment cost in equipment for production lines and factories not producing parts 
marked vehicles would be significant. 

3 .  Import manufacturers such as VW have increasing costs because of parts marking, which 
is only required in the United States. In contrast, Antitheft devices not only provide theft 
deterrence, but also customer value and security The cost of such devices can be spread 
over larger production volumes because they could be considered as added value features 
in other countries. 

4. V W  marked parts on vehicles sold in Quebec and charged the dealer $35 (Canadian) per 
car for parts marking. 

B. Antitheft Devices 

1. The technology of Antitheft devices has improved including adding ignition system 
immobilizer such as G M  s PASS-key, BMW’s “coded drive-away protection” system, 
and, in Germany, VW and other German manufacturers have introduced an electronically 
coded key and transponder beginning in 1995. Theft rates in Germany for car lines with 
the new German key dropped by nine percent which was below the national theft rate. 

2. Antitheft devices, except for thieves equipped with tow trucks and trailers, deter drive 
away theft of vehicles for the purpose of selling them to chop shops or for retagging for 
resale or for personal use. Parts marking relates primarily to chop shop activity with 
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some possible effect on retagging 

4. NHTSA has been approving parts marking exemptions based on installing factory 

standard Antitheft devices. In the approval process, NHTSA compares theft rate 
reduction for comparative car lines. The VW Canadian experience also shows significant 
theft rate reductions for Antitheft devices. 

C. VW believes that parts marking should be phased-out or its current requirements reduced 

D. V W  says the current statue or the regulations should not be changed to require parts marking 
on additional lines of passenger motor vehicles. 

E. Volkswagen recommends that NHTSA request Congress to aIlow exempting at least two car 
lines per year. 

F. VW believes that the parts marking requirements should be phased-out or limited to car lines 
with theft rates above the median as called for in the 1984 Act. 

G. VW says there is no basis for expanding parts marking to more car lines. They question that 
the cost benefit of parts marking has been established and the regulation is contrary to 
in temational ham0 nization. 

H. An evaluation study done in Canada for VW’s with Antitheft devices and with both Antitheft 
devices and marked parts showed reduction in auto thefts. The study, VW says, found 
Antitheft devices showed a major reduction in auto theft but when marked parts were isolated, 

the reduction was not statistically significant. 

I. Because the cost benefit of parts marking, according to W, is inconclusive, VW does not 
believe that expanding the components to be marked is justified. 

J. VW believes that insurance premium reductions and theft deterrent vehicle designs provide 
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positive consumer benefits. Therefore, VW will keep tract of these factors in its product 
planning. 

. 

K. W is not currently making any vehicles for sale in the U.S. that have marked parts 

A. The National Salvage Motor Vehicle Consumer Protection Act of 1997 should help reduce 
auto. theft by eliminating opportunities for VIN switching and requiring rebuilt salvage 
vehicles be inspected for stolen parts. 

B. State F m  develops statistical reports for manufacturers to encourage development of 
effective factory-installed antitheft devices. This has resulted in several manufacturers 
upgrading their vehicles’ antitheft capability. State Farm also evaluates factory-installed 
antitheft devices as well as doors, trunks and hoodlatch locking mechanisms. 

C. State Farm feels parts marking would be more .effective if it were extended to exempted 
vehicles which have ineffective antitheft devices and to the remaining [passenger] vehicles not 
yet addressed by MITSA rulemaking. 

D. State Farm has experienced a 61% drop in theft claim rates since parts marking began in 1987. 

While State Farm could not determine what portion of the decrease came from parts marking, 
they beIieve it has been a valuable law enforcement tool especially in states that have devoted 
resources to combat auto theft with programs and organizations. These programs together 
with antitheft devices, increased insurance investigation, increased consumer awareness have 
also had an impact an auto theft. 

E. State Farm agrees that parts marking has caused professional thieves to steal unmarked 
vehicles, hence marking all vehicles would made a maximum effect on reducing auto theft. 

F. State Farm says law enforcement reporting to the National Crime Information Center on 
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missing parts is incomplete. The Final Report on the National Stolen Passenger Motor 
VehicIe Information System supports this finding. This thwarts efforts of insurers and others 
who purchase used parts in verifying whether the parts are legitimate or stolen. 

G. State Farm says air bags and windows should be marked. A pilot in Indiana on window 
etching saw claim fiequencies drop over 37%. The manufacturing cost for etching, based on 
the Department of Transportation data [says State Farm] was less than $10 per vehicle. Thus 
marking air bags and etching, along with the cost of currently marked parts, would be less 
than the Congressional limit of $22 per vehicle. 

H. Antitheft devices which prevent whole vehicle thefts do little to prevent partial thefts and 
damage. The best devices are passive and electronically lock out both fuel and starting. State 
Farm only offers discounts when states require it. 

97-042-NO 1-0 1 1 International Assoc iation of Auto Theft Investiuators 

A. IAATI passed a resolution recommending that ihe pans marking requirement be made to 

apply to ail passenger vehicles, sport utiIity vehicles, and light duty trucks and that exemptions 
for antitheft devices be eliminated as well as the 6,000 pound weight limit. 

97-042-NO 1-01 2 Highway Loss Data Institute 

A. HLDT agrees that the theft frequency, discussed in the Preliminary Repon, has declined. 
However, HLDT says the average theft claim payment has increased fivefold since 1979. 

Because of this, overd  insurance theft losses have not changed over the 18 years. NHTSA 
does not discuss this. 

B. Antitheft devices show a stronger rather than equal effect as part marking on theft losses 

C. Recovery data has been erroneously attributed to HLDI. 
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97-042-NO1 -0 13 Document does not exist 

97-042-N01-014 Tovota 

A. Toyota says it has no other idea than the current marking methods: plates for engines, 
stamping for transmissions. and printed decals for body panels. 

B. Marking costs depend on marking methods and, for example, using plates would exceed the 
$22 threshold according to Toyota. 

C. Marking glazing was proposed and terminated in 1994 by NHTSA because of public 
comments that: NHTSA does not have the authority, the cost would exceed the statutory 
maximum, windows are rarely stolen, there is no evidence that vehicles are stolen for their 
glazing. 

D. Because of the comments above, and the unreasonabIe labor costs to coordinate marked 
glazing to their respective vehicles, and the lack of demonstrable benefits, Toyota opposes 
marking glazing. 

97-042-NO 1-0 15 3-M Safety and Secuntv Systems 

A. 3-M believes that antitheft devices and component parts marking should not be seen as 
mutually exclusive or independent. Both contribute to auto theft deterrence. 

B. 3-M urges that all passenger vehicles, sports utility vehicles, muIti-purpose vehicles, and light 
duty trucks have marked parts, and that the vehicle weight exemption be eliminated. 

C. 3-M is in favor of eliminating the antitheft device exemption provision of the Act 

D. 3-M urges the expansion of major parts to be marked to include air bags and radios. 
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97-042-NO 1-0 16 AssociatlQn of International Automobile Manufacturers fAJAW 

A. NAM says NHTSA should not make any recommendations concerning expanding the parts 

marking program because the findings are less than conclusive. 

B. A I A M  says NHTSA has no authority to extend the parts marking coverage in the absence of 
any Attorney General’s finding. 

C. AIAM says NHTSA should not expand coverage if benefits are only around two percent 

D. AIAM says NHTSA underestimated parts marking cost and refers to cost estimates provided 
under comments 97-042-NO 1-006 and 97-042-NO 1-009. 

E. AIAM says NHTSA has underestimated the effectiveness of antitheft devices and should 
review its analysis. 

F. AIAM recommends eliminating the parts marking requirement. 

G. AIAM recommends expanding antitheft device exemptions. 

97-042-NOI-017 Iowa State Patrol 

A. In Iowa, few criminal cases are made for possession of a stolen part without its VM sticker. 
This appears to stem from officers not being able to determine if the sticker is removed. 

B. The Iowa State Patrol recommends adding air bags and sound systems to the major parts list 
to be marked. 

C The Iowa State Patrol recommends stamping all major parts. 

D The Iowa State Patrol suggests that all vehicles be marked, not just high theft lines. 

.. 
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Discussion of Docket Comments 

Docket No. 97-042, Notice 1 

\Tehjcle Designation Changesand Theft Analysk 

Comments received indicated that the database of theft and recovery data for the Preliminary 
Report included some inconectly designated models and applicable years Jaguar models from 
1984 through 1991 are shown as unmarked when they actually had marked parts beginning in 
1987. Several models, that were granted exemptions from parts marking because they had factory- 
installed antitheft devices, actually were equipped with these devices the year before the 
exemption was granted. Also some models included in the analysis were redesigned for marketing 
reasons. All these corrections were made to the database and analyses were redone Both the 
charts and discussions in the report have been changed where appropriate. The basic analytical 
changes include the GM models with antitheft devices showing greater effectiveness than parts 
marking in deterring vehicle theft Other vehicles, especially imported models, showed mixed 
results: some had lower theft rates after being equipped with antitheft devices and others either 
showed no reduction or an actual increase in vehicle thefts after being equipped with antitheft 
devices Obviously the type of antitheft device has a significant effect on theft deterrence. 

Participation in Theft Prevention Svstm 

Auto manufacturers and law enforcement agencies commented that the insurance industry shouId 
take a more active role in having repair parts checked for parts marking and that the VTN marking 
be checked with Iaw enforcement agencies to determine that the part is not from a stolen vehicle. 
Conversely, the insurance industry says that law enforcement agencies should take a more active 
role in checking repair part sources such as salvage yards and body shops. 

One comment was that law enforcement officers received little training to determine which cars 
are marked, what parts are marked, and where the markings are located Even fewer officers 
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know how to locate secondary or confidential numbers on vehicles. If all passenger vehicles were 
marked, the law enforcement community and the insurance industry might be motivated to both 
learn what and where parts are marked, and to invest the time to actually monitor the salvage and 

auto body repair industries. 

Parts Mar king Vehicle Coverage 

Law enforcement agencies, consumer groups, and the insurance industry submitted comments 
that all passenger vehicles should have marked parts The auto industry comments were against 
pans marking because they felt that markings were not proven effective since NHTSA had not 
specified a numeric effectiveness answer with confidence bounds. The auto industry feels parts 
marking effects are limited and indirect. The auto industry argument is based on parts marking 
versus antitheft devices. They argue that since antitheft devices are so effective as compared to 
parts marking that the these devices should be the preferred approach to deterring auto theft. 
Hence the auto industry feels parts marking should be either terminated, phased out, or limited to 

only the high theft lines. 

Based on comments received, much of the current trouble in detecting and prosecuting auto 
thieves can be eIiminated by requiring that all passenger vehicles whether or not they have 
antitheft devices - passenger cars and light trucks - have marked parts. Then thieves will not have 
the option of selecting unmarked cars to steal, police officers will know that all used parts are to 
be marked, the insurance industry can monitor the salvage and repair industry to be sure that used 
parts are Iegal, and stolen vehicles and parts can be more easily traced by to the owner. While the 

preliminary report did not include a definite effectiveness number(s), the report did say that parts 

marking is effective in reducing auto theft and improving vehicle recovery. Also, parts marking is 
an aid in apprehending and convicting auto thieves. 

Permanence of Parts Markines 

Law enforcement agencies favor more permanent methods of parts marking and say that IabeIs 
have been altered and counterfeited. While evidence of label removal has been used to apprehend 
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and convict thieves, lack of the VlN has prevented identieing the stolen vehicldpart and owner 

Several auto manufacturers indicated that parts marking was already so expensive and any move 
to make them more permanent would result in costs above the Congressional limit No one 
provided any information on more permanent marking methods and their cost. One comment 
mentioned a type of label (invisographic) which has a footprint that shows the VP-4 - a step in the 
right direction. More information is needed to be abIe to make an informed decision regarding 
more permanent marking methods. 

Additional Parts Recom mended for Parts Ma rluw ' 

Several comments were received recommending that airbags be marked as well as glazing and 
sound systems. Airbags were recommended because they are safety devices and cost between 
$500 and $1,500 to replace. Glazing is recommended as a deterrent to stealing the whole vehicle 
rather than for the specific parts themselves. Estimates for etching glazing suggest that this could 
result in the total parts marking cost being at or above the Congressional threshold. While airbags 
are good candidates for marking, the location and method for marking them will be more difficult 
than other major parts. Sound systems are also frequently stolen from vehicles and marking them 
would help in recovering the system to the rightfd owner Since the whole vehicle is usually not 
stolen, marking the sound system may have a limited deterrent effect. 

Antitheft Devices and Pa rts Marlu np 

Parts marking and antitheft devices have somewhat different effects on vehicle theft and recovery. 
According to comments received, parts marking tends to discourage professional thieves and 
chop shop operators, antitheft devices seem to deter the amateur auto thief The Preliminary 
Report showed that for pans marking to pay for itself, there only needed to be less than a two 

percent decrease in thefts. This is the result of the low cost of parts marking. Even if parts 

marking costs were increased to the Congressional limit, parts marking would only have to deter 
six to eight percent of vehicle thefts to break even. Antitheft devices are much more expensive 
than the cost of marking pans. The analyses in this final report shows that a reduction in thefts of 
over 50% is needed to offset a cost of over $200 per vehicle for antitheft devices. Some of these 
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devices have achieved that level of effectiveness. One comment indicated that several of the 
exempted car lines have continued to have high theft rates This suggests that a more in-depth 
analysis of theft and recovery rates for antitheft devices is needed. The analysis would require 
tracing car line experience by specific type of antitheft device to determine effectiveness. This 
information could then be supplied to consumers so they could make an informed decision to pay 
for these devices. The consumer, as is now being done, would make the decision to pay for 
antitheft devices rather than the Federal government become involved in this decision making 
process On the other hand, parts marking, even though estimates are not precise, has been 
shown to be effective in both deterring theft and increasing vehicle/part recovery. Requiring all 
passenger vehicles be marked, regardless of them being equipped with antitheft devices, would 
improve theft deterrence, vehicle recovery, and apprehension and prosecution of thieves. 

Two comments were received indicating that the government cost estimate to mark parts was too 
low. One comment included costs for plant and equipment and reported costs that were three to 
four times as large as the government estimate. The other comment included the cost of printing 
equipment resulting in their estimate being three times larger than the government cost estimate. 

The cost estimate in the Preliminary Report is based on the cost of purchased labels which can be 
obtained from several large suppliers and time studies performed in auto manufacturing plants 
during the final assembly process. Government cost estimates include factory burden (overhead) 
and profit. In another agency study, costs were estimated using a similar approach and with 

similar results. The government cost estimate does not include marking engines and 
transmissions. The Congressional ceiling on the cost of parts marking also excludes the marking 
of engines and transmissions. Traditionally these two parts were marked before the 1984 Theft 
Ad. +- 

Comments received for the 1991 report to Congress included two manufacturers saying their 
costs were higher and one label supplier reporting that they estimated the cost of parts marking to 

be lower than the government estimate. 

- 

f 
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U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Justice Programs 

National Institute of Justice 

To: Chuck Kahane 
Chief, Evaluation Division 
NHSTA 

Ufzrhingron, D.C 20531 b 

From: Nancy La Vigne 
National Institute of Justice 

Re: Data needs for re-evaluation of auto parts marking 

Date: March4, 1999 

Enclosed please find a memorandum and floppy disk from Bill Rhodes of Abt Associates 
Inc. regarding his data needs for the re-evaluation of auto parts marking. The 
memorandum outlines the data he requires and the disk contains an ASCII file with a list 
of the automobile models Abt plans to include in its evaluation. 

As you may recall from our meeting of January 12, 1999, NU has agreed to engage Abt 
Associates in a contract to conduct this re-evaluation on data that has been validated by 
NHTSA as being correct. Our phone conversation of last week indicated that you are 
unable to provide us with a timeline for how long it will take to provide us with this 
information until you are able to review the attached memorandum. Please contact me at 
your earliest convenience at (202) 616-453 1 to let me know what you believe is a 
reasonable timeline. Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter. 

CC: Jeremy Travis, Director, NU 
Dean Googasian, Special Assistant to the Assistant Attorney General 
Warren La Heist, Program Analysis Officer, NHSTA 



Abt Aaaociatee Inc 

Date February 26, 1999 

To Nancy LaVigne 

From Bill Rhodes 

Subject automobile parts-marking data 

c 

Here is a description of the data we will need for the evaluation of parts-marking 
effectiveness. I thought this would be best coming through you. 

Enclosed please find an ASCII file containing a list of automobile models that we plan to 
include in our analysis of the effectiveness of automobile parts-marking. These data were 
selected from KRA Corporation’s &mpilation of data from the National Crime Information 
Center and R.L. Polk & Company. The file provides the make and model name of models 
produced in 198 1 and thereafter. 

The analysis we have planned will require the following data for each model, for every year 
from 1981 to 1995: . The years in which the model was subject to parts-marking. 

The years in which the model was subject to partial parts-marking. 
The years in which the model had a factory-installed anti-theft device. 
The years in which the model received an anti-theft exemption from automobile 
parts-marking. 
The years in which the model was modified such that pre-modification and post- 
modification automobile parts are not exchangeable and thus the modification is a 
de facto model change. 

Please provide these data in an electric file, preferably either as a SAS data set or in ASCII 
format. Please send the file to: 

Quentin McMullen 
Abt Associates Inc. 
55 Wheeler Street 
Cambridge, MA 02138-1 168 
quentin-mcmullen@btassoc.com 

Thank you for your assistance in obtaining these data. 

55 Wheeler Street I Gmbridge, Massachusetts USA I 02138-1168 I 617 492-7100 rclepbme I 617 492-5219 facsinrik 

mailto:quentin-mcmullen@btassoc.com
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Chapter One: Introduction and Background 

The nature of car theft changed significantly beginning in the 1970s from joyriding to 

theft for profit, in large part due to a proliferation of so-called “chop shops” that engage in the 

volume sale of stolen car parts to body shops, to auto repair shops, and directly to car owners. 

Because auto theft investigators were often unable to identiQ which vehicles the stolen parts 

came from or whether the parts were stolen at all, the Federal Government enacted the Motor 

Vehicle Theft LAW Enforcement Act of 1984 that required automobile manufacturers, based on 

standards established by the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), to mark 14 component 

parts of selected high-theft automobile lines with identifying numbers. The Federal Anti-Car 

Theft Act of 1992 required manufacturers to mark an additional 50 percent of their remaining 

lines. Both statutes permitted the DOT to grant a limited number of exemptions for new 

automobile lines equipped with selected anti-theft devices. 

of the DOT rules: 
The 1992 legislation also required the U.S. Attorney General to conduct two assessments 

(1) conduct by 1997 an initial evaluation of the effectiveness of the parts marking 
and, if found to be effective in inhibiting chop shop operations and deterring 
motor vehicle theft, extend parts marking to all remaining vehicle lines by 
December 1997; and, 

conduct by 1999 a long-range review of (a) whether parts marking has been 
effective in substantially inhibiting the operation of chop shops and motor vehicle 
theft and (b) whether the anti-theft devices for which the DOT has granted 
exemptions are an effective substitute for parts marking in substantially inhibiting 
motor vehicle theft. 

(2) 

Pursuant to the first of these two research requirements, the U S .  Department of Justice’s 

National Institute of Justice contracted with Abt Associates to conduct a two-part study of the 

impact of the legislation. 

The first part of the study, to be reported in a separate document, will use the DOT’S 

national auto theft data to examine auto theft rates across time and across States. The second 
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part of the study, reported in the present document, examines the experiences and opinions of 

auto theft investigators regarding the effectiveness of the component parts anti-theft labels. 

The information examined in the present report is based on telephone conversations with 

auto theft investigators from 47 jurisdictions, including 31 of the 32 largest cities in the country 

(plus Miami), six smaller municipalities, and nine State agencies. While the jurisdictions do not 

represent a random sample of law enforcement agencies across the country, they do include the 

majority of jurisdictions with the highest auto theft rates in the Nation. Because five of the six 

smaller municipalities, and one rural State (North Dakota), make no use of labels (or, in one 

case, little use), information from these jurisdictions has been presented separately from the data 

from the other 40 jurisdictions. 

Chapter Two: Do Anti-Theft Labels Help Prevent Chop Shop Operations 
and Deter Auto Theft? 

Nearly three-quarters of the 40 big city and State auto theft investigators contacted 

reported that anti-theft labels are useful in helping to arrest chop shop owners and individuals 

who steal or traffic in stolen vehicles and parts. Nearly two-thirds of the investigators reported 

that labels also help them to prosecute chop shop operators and other automobile and parts 

thieves. Investigators reported that the most serious obstacle to making more effective use of 

the labels is that they are easy to remove and, once removed, it is impossible to prove that the 

parts are stolen because the owner cannot be traced. Investigators were about evenly divided 

regarding whether anti-theft labels deter professionals or amateurs from stealing or stripping cars. 

Investigators from the six smaller jurisdictions and one rural State report little or no use of 

anti-theft labels because joyriding, and a resulting high recovery rate of stolen vehicles, is their 

principal form of auto theft. 

Chapter Three: Can Anti-Theft Devices Substitute for Parts Marking? 

The Federal Anti-Car Theft Act of 1992 requires the Attorney General to retain the 

manufacturers’ parts marking exemptions for cars equipped with anti-theft devices if it can be 

shown that the devices are an effective substitute for parts marking in substantially preventing 
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automobile theft. While this assessment is a requirement of the 1999 evaluation, not the 1997 

evaluation, this report nevertheless provides auto theft investigators’ opinions about whether the 

devices can substitute effectively for parts marking. A large majority of investigators reported 

that audible alarms, steering wheel “clubs,” kill switches, and “smart” keys all help deter auto 

theft but that each has drawbacks that prevent it from substituting effectively for parts marking. 

The small minority of investigators who had experience with recovery systems reported that the 

systems are effective in recovering stolen cars but that their use to date is limited by lack of 

transmission equipment and cost to the consumer. 

Chapter Four: What Should Happen to Parts Marking Legislation? 

All but one investigator felt that the parts marking legislation should be extended to all 

automobile lines and to all types of noncommercial vehicles, especialIy pickup trucks. While 

every investigator reported that the parts that manufacturers are currently required to label are 

the parts that are stolen most frequently, all but six investigators recommended that additional 

parts be required to have labels, citing most often seats and airbags. Just over one-third of the 

investigators recommended that manufacturers be required to stamp vehicle identification 

numbers (VINs) on the component parts rather than use labels. 

Chapter Five: What Resources Are Available to Investigators Using 
Anti-Theft Labels? 

Investigators reported making use of three principal types of resources to assist them in 

making effective use of compdnent parts labels: training, technical assistance, and equipment. 

Investigators reported they rely primarily on one or both of two organizations for training related 

to anti-theft labels: the National Insurance Crime Bureau (NICB) and the International 

Association of Auto Theft Investigators (IAATI). The NICB also assists jurisdictions with auto 

theft investigations through its computerized database and field agents, many of whom go on site 

to help local investigators. Local auto theft task forces assist with investigations in nine 

jurisdictions contacted. Nearly half the jurisdictions use ultraviolet lights to detect counterfeit 

labels or the footprints that most anti-theft labels are designed to leave if removed. 
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Chapter Six: Conclusion 

The study’s findings suggest that component parts anti-theft labels assist most big city 

and State auto theft investigators to arrest car and parts thieves and to prosecute them. 

Investigators were nearly evenly split about the possible deterrent effects of the labels on auto 

theft, although some reported that the labels deter some chop shop operators. Anti-theft devices 

are not considered sufficiently effective to warrant labeling exemptions for cars that 

manufacturers equip with the devices. Almost all investigators would like the parts marking 

legislation expanded to include not only all remaining car lines but also noncommercial vehicles 

and additional parts. Investigators suggested that parts marking might be more effective if auto 

theft investigators and patrol officers were trained more systematically and frequently in how to 

investigate label removal and tampering, if legislation in every State made tampering with or 

removing labels a felony, and if investigators had access to detection equipment, such as 

ultraviolet lights. 
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Chapter One 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
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Rationale for Parts Marking 

Automobile theft is a major problem in the United States. Nearly 1.5 million motor 

vehicles were reported stolen in 1995, representing one out of every 139 cars in the country (FBI, 

1996, p. 50). Theft of component parts from vehicles is an even more common problem, 

outnumbering vehicle theft five to one (Harris and Clarke, 1992). 

In the 1950s and 196Os, most car theft consisted of joyriding-youngsters stealing cars, 

driving them for a short period of time, and then abandoning them, resulting in very high vehicle 

recovery rates. Auto theft investigators contacted for this study reported that joyriding is still the 

predominant form of car “theft” in smaller and rural jurisdictions. However, beginning in the 

1970s, substantial numbers of thieves in larger jurisdictions started stealing cars for profit, 

resulting in fewer recovered cars and more parts missing from those vehicles that were 

recovered. Part of the increase in car theft for profit was due to a proliferation of so-called “chop 

shops” selling stolen parts either directly to consumers in need of replacement parts or to end 

users-body shops, automobile dealerships, and auto repair shops-for resale to customers. (See 

appendix A, “Glossary,” for definitions of chop shops and other terms used in this report.) 

Thieves began or increased their use of other schemes, as well: 

0 Thieves steal, strip, and abandon a car, while the innocent owner reports it as 
stolen. The police eventually recover the car and cancel the theft record. The 
thieves purchase the frame at an insurance or police auction, reattach the parts 
they stole from it, and then sell the vehicle, which is no longer listed as stolen. 

0 Owners strip their own car, removing enough parts for their insurance company 
to declare the vehicle a total loss, and then file a claim with and receive 
reimbursement from the company. They may then buy back the frame 
themselves at an insurance company auction, put the parts back on the car, and 
either sell or make normal use of the vehicle. 

. 

f 

a Thieves buy a salvaged car for its title and Vehicle Identification Number (VIN). 
They then steaI the same model car, place the VIN from the salvaged car on the 
intact stolen car, and sell it to an innocent buyer. 
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Figure 

Thieves openly ship stolen cars out of the country with stolen or counterfeit VINs 
for resale abroad. Thieves also crate stolen cars for export and label the crates 
as containing other goods. 

Thieves legitimately ship cars overseas but mange either to have the VlNs sent 
back to the United States for reuse on counterfeit public VIN labels or to have the 
actual VIN tag sent back for reuse on stolen cars. These “born-again cars” are 
often not identifiable as stolen. 

1-1, provided by the Portland (Oregon) Police Department’s Auto Theft Division, 

illustrates the chain of events in two types of auto theft operations; figure 1-2, provided by the 

Fort Lauderdale (Florida) Auto Theft Unit, illustrates how chop shops process stolen parts and 

vehicles. 

The Federal Parts Marking Legislation 

Auto theft investigators, in attempting to cope with the new types of theft, often had no 

means of identifying which vehicles the stolen parts came from, whether the parts were stolen 

at all, or whether a VIN belonged to the car on which it was found. As a result, in 1984 the 

Federal Government enacted the Motor Vehicle Theft Law Enforcement Act of 1984 (chapter 

331 49 $33102). The legislation directed the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) to 

prescribe a vehicle theft prevention standard that mandated automobile manufacturers to inscribe 

or affix an identi%ng number or symbol onto 14 of the major parts’ of vehicle lines determined 

by the DOT to be of high theft risk. The legislation built on the Highway Safety Act of 1966, 

which required manufacturers to install public (ie., easily seen) VINs on all automobiles by 

1969. (See the box “Other Types of Automobile Markings.”) In response to the act, the DOT’S 

National Highway Traffk Safety Administration (NHTSA) promulgated a standard (50 FR 

43168; October 25, 1985) that required manufacturers to mark.the 14 parts on specified high- 

theft automobiles. These lines constituted one-third of their total automobile lines.’ 

‘The act requires manufacturers to label the following parts: engine; transmission; both front doors; both rear 
doors; hood; both bumpers; both front fenders; deck lid, tailgate, hatchback, or sliding or cargo door(s); and both 
rear quarter panels. An amendment to the 1992 legislation also required labels on the side assembly of multipurpose 
vehicles and on the pickup box, cargo box, or both of light duty trucks. 

Two automobile manufacturers, also responding to the changing nature of automobile theft, experimented briefly 
in the 1970s and early 1980s with labeling six component parts with VINs on two of their automobile lines. 
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Figure 1-1 

Graphic provided by the Portland (Oregon) Police Department’s Auto Theft Division. 
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Figure 1-2 

Theft order originates in a salvage yard, through an auto rebuilder or thief, a retagger or 
stripper. Order is given for a certain make, color and piece of equipment. 

I "DELAYED DELIVERY" * CHOP SHOP 

I 
I 

d 

TAGKAGF PARTS DELIVERED TO 

I SALVAGE YARDS, AUTO REBUILDERS 

'; BACK TO PUBLIC; PARTS USED TO 
II 

li i ' REBUILD INSURANCE CLAIM AUTOS 

I /  i! 
I I 

: WHOLE VEHICLE RETAGGED, BODY 

SWUNG TO SALVAGE FRAME AND 

REBUILT ......... 

I 

RESOLD TO PUBLIC THROUGH USED I 
I ,, CAR DEALERS. AUTO AUCTIONS, , NEWSPAPER ADS, WORD OF MOUTH ' (I 

c 

Graphic provided by the Fort Lauderdale (Florida) Police Department's Auto Theft Unit. 
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The statute required manufacturers to mark replacement parts with certain symbols and 

the letter “R’ to distinguish them from original parts. The legislation permitted the DOT, upon 

petition by a manufacturer, to exempt a limited number of new high-theft lines of passenger 

motor vehicles equipped with anti-theft devices that the department decided were likely to be as 

effective in reducing and deterring theft as compliance with the standard. 
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Manufacturers have chosen to use adhesive labels for the markings. However, if 

removed, the labels are designa to leave a trace, commonly chleh a “footprint,” on the surface 
i ,.: i 

where it was originally affixed. When the labels on older model cars are pulled off, some 
i ‘  2 . f  1, I 

adhesive remains indicating a label had been in place. Howkver, thieves can remove the 

adhesive. Labels on some recent model vehicles have material that migrates into the paint. 

When thieves remove these labels, investigators need an ultraviolet (or “black”) light to detect 

the footprint. 

The component parts anti-theft labels3 are designed to make it possible to trace 

automobile parts to the original vehicle in order to prove that they or the cars have been stolen. 

In addition, since the Federal Government and many States make it a criminal offense to remove 

or tamper with a VIN label, law enforcement investigators may seize and confiscate parts whose 

anti-theft labels are missing or have been tampered with. Tn some States, officers may also arrest 

individuals in possession of the parts or cars. Most investigators consider missing labels, or 

labels that have been tampered with, a “red flag,” indicating that the part or vehicle may have 

been stolen and therefore suggesting the need for further investigation. (See chapter 2, “Do 

Anti-Theft Labels Help . . . ?”) 

In 1992, Congress enacted the Federal Anti-Car Theft Act, directing the DOT to require 

manufacturers to mark an additional 50 percent of their remaining automobile lines by December 

1994 regardless of the vehicles’ theft rate. In combination with NHTSA’s standard pursuant to 

the 1984 statute, which required the marking of one-third of the manufacturers’ automobile lines, 

the new legislation had the effect of requiring manufacturers to label a total of two-thirds of their 

automobile lines. However, the 1992 act allowed the DOT to continue to grant a limited number 

of exemptions for new automobile lines equipped with effective anti-theft devices-two vehicle 

lines per year through 1996 and one car line from 1997 to 2000. The new legislation also 

prohibited any standard that would require manufacturers to spend more than $15 (in 1984 

dollars) to mark each vehicle. 

’Different law enforcement agencies-and even different police officers within the same agency-use different 
terms to refer to component parts markings. Some of the terms include Mylar labels, NHTSA labels, DOT labels, 
anti-theft labels, VIN labels, high-theft line labels, and auto tails. Investigators may refer to the markings as stickers, 
tabs, strips, or labels. For purposes of consistency, this report always refers to them as (component parts) anti-theft 
labels. 
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The Anti-Car Theft Act of 1992 further required the Attorney General to conduct two 

assessments of the DOT’s rule making in response to the legislation: 

conduct by 1997 an initial assessment of the effectiveness of the parts marking 
and, if found to be effective in inhibiting chop shop operations and deterring 
motor vehicle theft, extend parts marking to all remaining vehicle lines by 
December 1977; and, 

conduct by 1999 a long-range review of (a) whether parts marking has been 
effective in substantially inhibiting the operation of chop shops and motor vehicle 
theft and (b) whether the anti-theft devices for which the DOT has granted 
exemptions are an effective substitute for parts marking in substantially inhibiting 
motor vehicle theft. If the Attorney General finds that the application of the 
standard has not been effective, the DOT is required to terminate the standard 
within 180 days. If the Attorney General finds that the anti-theft devices are an 
effective substitute for parts marking, the DOT must continue to grant 
exemptions. 

In response to the legislation’s short-term 1997 research mandate, the U.S. Department 

of Justice, in a competitive procurement, awarded a grant to Abt Associates Inc. to conduct a 

study to determine whether anti-theft labels have substantially reduced auto theft so that the 

Attorney General could make an informed recommendation to Congress regarding the extension 

of parts marking to the remaining automobile lines. Subsequently, the U.S. Department of 

Justice’s National Institute of Justice (NU) and DOT’s NHTSA agreed to coordinate their joint 

evaluation responsibilities. The National Institute of Justice asked Abt Associates to survey law 

enforcement agencies and provide the findings to NHTSA, while NHTSA agreed to provide Abt 

Associates with statistical data assembled by another contractor. 

Based on these two sources of information, Abt Associates is conducting a two-part 

evaluation of the effectiveness of the component parts anti-theft labels in deterring auto theft and 

inhibiting chop shop operations. One part of the evaluation, to be submitted to the Department 

of Justice on April 30, 1997, will examine NHTSA’s national auto theft data using a 

cross-sectional time-series design that examines auto theft rates across time and across States 

based on data from the FBI’s National Crime Information Center (NCIC) and the DOT’S insurer 

database. The second part of the evaluation-reported in this document-examines the 

experiences and opinions of auto theft investigators regarding the effectiveness of component 

parts anti-theft labels. 

i 
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Methodology 

A previous study conducted for NHTSA (Harris and Clarke, 1991) using 1987 data 

concluded that anti-theft labels were not effective in reducing theft. However, law enforcement 

officers reported that the standard was helpful in identifying stolen parts and vehicles. The 

officers also recommended that the legislation not only be extended but also strengthened to 

require the stamping or etching of VINs on component parts rather than allowing the use of 

labels which, they reported, could be easily removed. In a second study, the Highway Loss Data 

Institute, using insurance industry data, found substantially reduced rates for marked vehicles 

compared to unmarked vehicles, especially in large metropolitan areas (HLDI, 1989). Finally, 

a 1990 NHTSA evaluation based on NCIC data was unable to draw significant conclusions 

regarding the impact of the labels on theft (NHTSA, 1990). The present study builds on the 

NHTSA study by examining many of the same issues addressed in that survey and including 

many of the same jurisdictions. However, the NHTSA and other studies cited above were all 

conductkd shortly after the DOT regulations went into effect. The present study has the 

advantage of several additional years for the regulations to have had an impact or an increased 

impact. 

The information presented in the present report is based on telephone conversations with 

auto theft investigators fiom 47 jurisdictions nationwide, including 3 1 of the 32 largest cities in 

the country (plus Miami), six smaller municipalities, and nine State agencies. (See the box, 

“Jurisdictions Contacted.”) Typically, one investigator was contacted in each jurisdiction, but 

in a few instances two or more investigators from the same jurisdiction participated. We 

identified investigators by asking the agencies’ auto theft unit (or, in some cases, the agency’s 

administrative assistant or public affairs division) to identify the investigator most familiar with 

component parts anti-theft labels. In some cases, the person interviewed was the auto theft unit 

chief; in other cases, the investigator was a line officer within the unit or (in smaller 

jurisdictions) within the investigative bureau. Almost all the investigators were at least 

sergeants; many were lieutenants. Nine of the investigators were members of a local auto theft 

task force. 
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Investigators were asked whether and how they make use of anti-theft labels, whether 

they felt labels are useful in reducing auto theft and inhibiting chop shop operations, and whether 

they found anti-theft devices to be effective in deterring automobile theft. 

The jurisdictions examined do not represent a random sample of law enforcement 

agencies across the country. The box “Site Selection Criteria” discusses how the jurisdictions 

were selected. Except as noted, the six smaller municipalities and one rural State were excluded 
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Chapter Two 

DO ANTI-THEFT LABELS HELP PREVENT CHOP 

SHOP OPERATIONS AND DETER AUTO THEFT? 

13 



Effects on Arrests and Prosecution 

Three-quarters of the investigators (30 out of 40) reported that anti-thefi labels are 

useful in herping to arrest chop shop owners and organized rings and individuals who steal 

or t r a m  in stolen parts and vehicles. (See figure 2- 1 .) 

Figare 21 
Investigators' Opinions About the UseNwss  

of Anti-Tbeft Labels in Making Aoto Thett Arrests 
(0 = 40) 



Over half of these 30 ffivestigators said the labels are’&$ useful, offering testimonials 

such as the following: 

0 ‘We make an incredible number of identifications with Ford Mustang labels that 
have been removed or painted over. We made 25 arrests using labels in the past 
24 months.” (San Francisco) 

0 “They help a lot. We have five cars in the warehouse right now that were 
identified with the labels.” (San Jose) 

0 “We made 20 arrests using labels in just the past 12 months.” (Denver) 

0 ‘Tarts marking has aided in the identification ofcars in a high percentage of our 
arrests-we use them almost daily.” (Los Angeles) 

0 “Labels help most definitely-they’re what make the case.” (San Antonio) 

Investigators offered four explanations for why the labels contribute to arrests: 

Labels make it possible to detect many stolen parts among end users-salvage 
yards, body shops, and repair shops-that investigators could otherwise never 
identify as stolen. 

e ‘We go into salvage yards with a search warrant, use ultraviolet scanners 
on all parts, and find many parts that are stolen.” (New York City) 

a “hbels are absolutely crucial to identifying stolen parts in chop shops.” 
(Chicago) 

0 “Chop shops cut cars up and take away the motors with confidential 
VINs, leaving only the parts, so the only way we have to identify these 
cars is with the anti-theft labels.’’ (Metro-Dade [Miami]) 

When they find parts with missing, damaged, or counterfeit labels, or with labels 
that do not match other VINs on the same car, investigators in many jurisdictions 
have the authority to seize the parts (and cars) for further investigation and then 
either tum them over to the insurance company or auction or destroy them. 

Many jurisdictions reported that, even if they cannot seize parts with missing or 
tampered labels, or parts with labels that do not match other VINs, the findings 
suggest that something is amiss. As a result, they investigate the matter further, 
hoping to prove by other means whether the parts or vehicles have been stolen. 
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Without the labels serving as “red flags,” they would have no reason to suspect 
the vehicles or parts might have been stolen. 

(4) Laws in several States require that the department of motor vehicles or a State 
or local law enforcement agency inspect restored salvage cars before retitling 
them. Inspectors often discover that these cars, or some of their parts, have been 
stolen because the component parts lack labels or because the VINs on the labels 
do not match the public or confidential VINs. According to a Massachusetts 
investigator, under the Massachusetts Salvage Title Law of 199 1, restored 
vehicles have to have matching numbers on the parts and show who did the 
repair work before the Registry of Motor Vehicles allows owners to put them 
back on the road. Often the labels from stolen parts have been removed, and the 
owners are charged with possession of stolen property. 

The other 10 jurisdictions reported that the labels are of very little or no help in making 

arrests for reasons discussed in the following section on “Obstacles to Effective Use of Labels.” 

n 
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Nearly two-thirds of the investigators (24 of 40) reported that lubeh are helpful in 

prosecuting chop shop operatots and other automobile thieves. Nine said the labels were very 

helpful in prosecuting cases. (See figure 2-2.) For example, an investigator from the Florida 

Highway Patrol reported that his unit had successfully prosecuted several cases in the past year 

relying on labels. 

Figure 2 2  
Investigators’ Opinions About the Usefulness 

of Anti-Theft Labels in Prosecuting Auto Theft Cases 
(0 = 34) 

USeFul 

Note: n = 6 ‘’Don’t Know.” 

Investigators reported that labels help with prosecutions in two respects. 

(1) The labels are useful in encouraging the State’s attorney to file charges because 
their absence constitutes convincing evidence of theft or because the V ” s  on 
the labels are different from the confidential VIN. 

(2) Labels help prosecutors win cases because they provide valuable evidence that 
the vehicles or parts were stolen. 

According to a Stockton investigator, “There’s no problem at all obtaining convictions 

based on missing labels. I testify that they are put there in the factory as proof that they must 

have been there.” An investigator in Milwaukee said, ‘We’ve had only one case go trial in the 

past five years; all the others pled guilty because the labels helped provide irrefutable evidence 

of theft.’’ Some investigators reported that, while not sufficient evidence for a conviction by 

themselves, labels that were missing or tampered with contributed to securing a conviction. 

As an investigator with the Michigan State Police explained, “More points of identification 
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strengthen the case in court; the defense is hard on evidence, so you need more than one 

identification source. Component parts labels have greatly improved identification for court 

purposes.” 

The most common crimes that jurisdictions charge when chop shop operators are the 

defendants b e  grand theft, receiving stolen property, possession of stolen property, and 

tampering with or removing anti-theft labels. Very few jurisdictions turn their cases over to 

U.S. Attorneys for prosecution, largely, investigators report, because “The Feds will accept only 

high profile cases” that involve interstate transport and either organized rings or large numbers 

of parts or vehicles worth a great deal of money. In addition, some investigators have no 

interest in proceeding federally because they have close working relationships with highly 

skilled local State’s attomeys who specialize in prosecuting auto theft cases. By contrast, a few 

investigators said they prefer to take their cases to U.S. Attorneys because the penalties for car 

theft are stiffer under Federal law than under many State statutes and because offenders 

convicted in Federal court are ineligible for parole. 
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Obstacles to Effective Use of Labels 

Investigators reported that the most serious obstacle to making more effective use, or 

any effective use, of anti-the@ labels is that they are easy to remove. Only nine jurisdictions 

reported that ease of removal was no problem at all. The following are typical of the comments 

investigators made in this regard: 

‘The labels are usually conspicuous and easy to take off-and usually have been-and 
then we can’t prove the parts were stolen because we can’t identify the owner.” 
(Oklahoma City) 

“The big problem is removal-which happens 90 percent of the time, so they’re a big 
failure. Only an idiot doesn’t remove them, because they’re visible. They just have to 
wash the glue off and you can’t tell they were there.’’ (Boston) 

Several investigators reported that when parts have no labels, there are two reasons why 

they cannot be sure whether the labels are missing or are simply not supposed to be there in the 

first place: 

0 Some automobile models do not change their parts design over a period of 
years-the parts are interchangeable-so that parts manufactured before the 
parts marking legislation went into effect will be unmarked legitimately. 

Some model years, but not others, are not required to have labels because the 
manufacturer has received an exemption as a result of installing an anti-theft 
device. 

Despite the reported ease of removing the labels, most investigators said they can often 

still detect the footprint with an ultraviolet light’ or prove that a label was mandated. As a 

Dallas investigator reported, “Thieves do sand and paint, but my detectives know whether a 

model shouM have a label, and they testify in court that it wasn’t there.” Furthermore, State law 

permitting, investigators can then seize the parts, arrest the owners, or both, because the label 

has been tampered with. However, as discussed further in chapter 5,  “What Resources Are 

‘The two major manufacturers of anti-theft labels also sell equipment that investigators can use for detecting footprints 
left by the removal of their respective labels. However, only one investigator reported using the equipment. 
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Anti-Theft Devices 

Many investigators offered opinions about the deterrent value of audible alarms, steering 

wheel “clubs,” kill switches, and “smart” keys. Figure 3-1 summarizes these opinions. 

Figure 3-1 
Investigators’ Opinions Regarding the Deterrent Value of Four Antitheft Devices 

Steering what “Club” 
(n = 34) 

Kill Switches 
(n = 26) 

“Smart” Keys 
b = 23) 

Minnrfhivcr 

Audible Alarms 

Audible alarms use motion or impact sensors to trigger a siren. Of the 25 investigators 

who offered an opinion about car alarms, 13 agreed that the device is a good deterrent. 
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Available to Investigators,” many jurisdictions do not have access to an ultraviolet light, Even 

with an ultraviolet light, because the footprint does not reveal the VIN, investigators often 

cannot identify the previous owner, which prevents them from proving that the parts were 

stolen. As a California Highway Patrol investigator said, “It’s hard to prove they stole the part, 

so we just confiscate it.” Furthermore, some of the smaller label manufacturers do not use the 

footprint technology. Finally, if thieves sand and paint the part, an ultraviolet light can no 

longer reveal a footprint. 

-- 

Several investigators reported that the labels’ effectiveness is reduced because many 

patrol officers are not trained to take advantage of them. Even when they are familiar with the 

labels, most patrol officers make little or no use of them either because they have not received 

training in where to find them or because they have forgotten the training they received. As a 

result, some investigators said, few patrol officers will seize and turn over cars with missing or 

suspicious labels to their department or State auto theft unit for further investigation. As an 

investigator from San Jose said, “The problem is that patrol officers, who make most of the 

stops, have little idea what cars are supposed to have labels, so they don’t even mess with them. 

They don’t want to get into trouble having a car towed.” 

The potential benefit of training patrol officers to take advantage of parts marking is 

suggested by the comment of an investigator with the LQS Angeles Police Department’s 

Commercial Auto Theft Division. ‘We have been training patrol officers for two years to have 

extra sets of eyes out there looking for stolen cars; we train them as to when they have probable 

cause to look for marked parts. This has been so effective we could spend full-time 

investigating the leads these patrol officers now give us.” Similarly, an Indianapolis auto theft 

investigator trains other city police officers to look for labels so that, if any are missing, they can 

seize the cars under the State’s 48-hour impoundment statute until he can inspect them. 

The only other significant barrier to making effective use of the labels, reported by just 

over half the jurisdictions (22). is the use of counterfeit anti-theft labels. (See figure 2-3.) A 

few investigators reported that thieves are using computer graphics to manufacture very 

sophisticated counterfeits: 

0 “Computers make it hard to tell what is not original; law enforcement is far 
behind the criminal element in technology.” (Oklahoma City) 
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0 ‘We’ve seen counterfeit labels good enough to fool dealerships.” (Milwaukee) 

Figure 2-3 
Number of Investigators who Have Eucountered 

Counterfeit Anti-Theft Labels 
(n = 40) 

Not Encounrercd 

Four of the 22 jurisdictions that have encountered counterfeits have done so 
only once. 

By contrast, over half the investigators who have run into counterfeit labels reported that 

they encounter them rarely (in some cases, only once) or said that the counterfeits are easy to 

recognize, either with the naked eye or with an ultraviolet light. 

Investigators mentioned few other barriers to using labels. Every investigator reported 

that the component parts that the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration has required 

be marked are the parts that are stolen most frequently. Only two investigators reported either 

that thieves are switching to stealing parts not covered by the legislation or that salvage yards 

are able to hide or disguise their inventory in order to make it difficult for investigators to locate 

stolen parts. According to a Philadelphia investigator, “The large salvage yards bury the stolen 

parts in the center of a pile of legitimate parts, so we have to use a fork lift to get at the stolen 

ones.” Other investigators reported that salvage yards have too many parts to be able to hide 

them, and they have to keep the parts visible so customers can examine them. 

The Effectiveness of Labels in Deterring Theft 

In contrast to the consensus among the investigators that labels help them catch car 

thieves, the investigators were about evenly divided in their opinions about whether anti-theft 
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labels help deter auto theft. Investigators in 18 jurisdictions felt that the labels help to deter 

theft, A Nashville detective said, “A professional knows they are there, so he won’t fool with 

the car unless he has a solid place for the part or vehicle to go and can do the job quickly.” A 

detective in Fort Worth reported that “Some guys abandon cars in good condition because of 

the labels.” Most of these investigators, however, felt that labels have their greatest deterrent 

effect with chop shop operators, especially since many States give law enforcement agencies 

authority to conduct “administrative searches” of salvage yards and repair shops without a 

search w man t . 

0 “Labels won’t deter the career thief, but some body shops won’t purchase parts 
with missing labels and without paperwork.” (Michigan) 

0 “Salvage yards are reluctant to accept or keep parts without labels.” (Chicago) 

e “Chop shops do things differently because of the increased threat of being 
inspected and caught for missing labels-for example, they keep the identity of 
person who brought in parts. But it’s the labeling that has put teeth behind our 
inspections.” (San Antonio) 

e “Honest body shops very frequently report suspicious parts because owners 
know they can go to jail if they receive them, so the incentive [to avoid selling 
stolen parts] is there.” (Los Angeles) 

Investigators in New York State, Austin, Houston, and Philadelphia also felt that 

labeling deters the crating and exporting of stolen cars, but eight investigators reported that the 

labels had no impact on exports. According to a Seattle detective, “Labels haven’t made a 

difference in exporting stolen vehicles because thieves are bold, brazen, and quick.” None of 

the investigators’ experiences with anti-theft labels are associated with geographic proximity 

to Mexico or Canada, or with conducting investigations in a port city. This finding may reflect 

the fact that investigators reported that thieves often steal parts and cars in interior States for 

ultimate export rather than restrict their thefts to border States and port cities. Most 

investigators said they had no way of knowing whether the labels deter exporting either because 

their jurisdiction is not in a port or border city or State, or because U.S. Customs and other 

Federal agencies have primary or exclusive responsibility for addressing the problem of 

exported stolen vehicles. In addition, those investigators who work most closely with exported 

cars-U.S. Customs and other Federal agencies-were not contacted for this study. 
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Several investigators volunteered that, even if labels do not have a deterrent effect on 

auto theft, they do increase the “cost of doing business” to thieves. A New York City 

investigator told about an undercover job his unit conducted involving videotaping a body shop. 

“The tape recorded the owner telling a thief, ‘I know that I said I would give you $500 for that 

car, but I can give you only $200 because the parts are marked. Now I’m going to have to go 

the trouble of removing the labels.’ “ The extra time thieves need to select cars without labels 

and the extra time chop shops must take to remove them may result in their having fewer hours 

to be breaking the law. Conversely, seven investigators reported that labels decreased their 

investigative burden. As one said, “If the label VINs match the public VIN, then we don’t have 

to look further at the confidential WNs.” According to another, “If you find a marked part, the 

investigation is practically over; otherwise, it can take days and days to identify a car.” The time 

savings that labels provide these investigators may enable them to devote more time to catching 

thieves. While five investigators said that labels increase their work load because now there is 

something to follow up on, all added that they found the extra labor productive. 
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Chapter Three 

CAN ANTI-THEFT DEVICES SUBSTITUTE FOR PARTS 

MARKING? 

The Federal Anti-Car Theft Act of 1992 requires the Attorney General to determine by 

1999 whether the anti-theft devices for which the Department of Transportation granted marking 

exemptions are an effective substitute for parts marking in substantially preventing automobile 

theft. While this assessment is a requirement of the long-range 1999 evaluation, not the initial 

1997 evaluation, this report nevertheless provides auto theft investigators’ opinions about 

whether the devices can substitute effectively for parts marking. IncIuded in this discussion are 

the views of investigators on a variety of contemporary anti-theft devices and recovery systems 

in addition to the anti-theft devices currently recognized by DOT. 

Of the 13 investigators who offered an opinion, all agreed that anti-theft devices are not 

an effective substitute because, while they may have deterrent value, most can be defeated. 

Because many investigators had no direct working experience with some of the specific anti- 

theft devices, the information reported below, as indicated, is based on the opinions of only 

selected investigators. 
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However, 10 of these investigators qualified their approval: seveh said they are effective only 

with minor thieves (especially juveniles), and three said they are helpful only if combined with 

other devices (such as kill switches). Problems cited about car alarms are that they are usually 

ignored, they can be easily deactivated or circumvented,’ and many owners fail to use them. 

Steering Wheel “Clubs” 

Investigators considered steering wheel “clubs” to be the most visible deterrent among 

anti-theft devices. However, while a majority of investigators (28 of 34) who had experience 

with the club reported that minor thieves are likely to avoid a car armed with the device because 

of the time and tools needed to defeat it, most investigators indicated the club is not a deterrent 

for professionals intent on stealing a particular car. Some professional thieves leave the club 

at the scene of the theft, or, if apprehended, gloat to law enforcement officers about their club 

collections. Six investigators claimed that the device has no deterrent effect. Eighteen 

investigators described how easily the club can be defeatehi ther  by cutting the steering wheel 

or by freezing the club until it shatters. Two investigators observed that some victims owned 

the club but did not use it regularly. Ironically, a club can be a positive indicator of a car’s value 

to a potential thief. One investigator even mentioned that clubs represent a potential danger to 

officers: by breaking the club apart and sharpening the steel rod, thieves can tum the device into 

a scabbard and sword reportedly capable of piercing a bulletproof vest. 

Kill Switches 

Kill switches are designed to render a vehicle inoperable by inhibiting the flow of 

electricity or fuel to the engine until a hidden switch is activated (NICB, 1996). All but a few 

of the investigators (23 of 26) who discussed kill switches thought that these devices deter theft; 

in fact, one jurisdiction uses a kill switch in its bait car to prevent car chases or loss. As with 

other anti-theft devices, however, most investigators felt that thieves will find a way to defeat 

n 

‘Thieves can deactivate car alarms by popping the hood and pulling wires. Alarms can be circumvented by 
breaking the window to access the car and transporting the vehicle to a location where it is safe to deploy the alarm. 
Also, since alarms are designed to stop when the car is raised at an angle, thieves can simply tow the vehicle away. 
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or circumvent kill switches. Since kill switches can be installed in several locations, 

investigators advocated choosing different locations to enhance their effect. Although kill 

switches will prevent the thief from driving the car away, investigators observed that, because 

it is not visible, the vehicle will probably sustain some damage (e.g., to the windows and 

ignition) when the unsuspecting thief breaks into the car. (See the section on Global Position 

Satellite below for a discussion of related problems.) 

“Smart” Keys 

“Smart” key, or anti-theft immobilization, systems feature a control module which 

allows electronic communication between a specially coded key and the ignition; the car will 

not start unless the key code matches the on-board code. Some smart key systems also block 

the operation of the starter, fuel line, ignition, and central engine control if improper access is 

detected (Siuru, 1996). Ford’s Passive Anti-Theft System (PATS), General Motors’ Vehicle 

Anti-Theft System (VAT), and BMW’s Coded Driveaway System are examples of smart key 

systems. Many investigators had heard of smart keys, but few had an informed opinion about 

their deterrent value. While 17 of the 23 investigators who had some experience with them said 

they were effective, many of these investigators, along with six investigators who were entirely 

critical of smart keys, cited serious limitations. For instance, thieves can avoid the anti-theft 

system altogether by towing or transporting the vehicle on a flatbed truck, or by obtaining the 

key illicitly.’ One jurisdiction reported an increase in the theft rate of Lexus cars equipped with 

a smart key system. Four other investigators reported instances in which smart keys were 

defeated by unknown means. 

Recovery Systems 

In contrast to anti-theft devices, recovery systems use electronic tracking systems to 

locate vehicles equipped with transmitters after the vehicles have been stolen. Due to 

marketing, these systems have name brand recognition, and investigators are somewhat familiar 

2 0 n e  thief acquired coded keys by pretending to serve as intermediary in private car sales. Victims were 
unaware of the theft until the sales checks proved fraudulent. 
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with their design. However, to date, most States do not have h e  necessary equipment to utilize 

them-principally towers. Systems like Global Position Satellite (GPS), which use satellites 

rather than towers, are rarer still. Moreover, the cost of recovery systems is still prohibitive for 

most car owners. No one has seen these systems defeated, but investigators advise that, like kill 

switches, tracking devices need to be installed in random locations on cars so that thieves cannot 

find them easily. One Lojack option includes installation of more than one transmitter. 

Lojack 

Lojack is a beacon system activated by law enforcement once notified a vehicle has been 

stolen. All but one of the 10 investigators who had practical experience with Lojack reported 

it is effective in stolen vehicle recovery, including in chop shop and export cases. In one 

example, Lojack enabled an investigator to locate a stolen car crated for export, which led to the 

identification of six additional stolen cars. Problems investigators related about Lojack include: 

electrical interference in major cities; the delay between vehicle theft and police notification, 

which can permit the thief to dismantle or transport the vehicle out of the region; and the 

cumbersome and labor intensive method of tracking vehicles. The simplest Lojack system 

retails for nearly $600. 

Teletrak 

Teletrak is activated by starting the ignition without a key. Of the three investigators 

who spoke from experience with Teletrak, two rated it the best recovery system. One 

complained of transmitter problems that nearly resulted in the loss of a bait car. 

Global Position Satellite (GPS) 

Global Position Satellite (GPS) is a wireless cellular system in which a tracker box 

installed on the vehicle emits a signal tracked by satellite and computer. The transmitter is set 

by remote control and activated automatically when the ignition is started. Four of the five 

investigators who had experience with GPS on at least an experimental basis said it is effective; 
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one was particularly impressed with its tracking precision. The GPS system offers an added kill 

switch feature which shuts down the engine by remote control. Two investigators were 

concerned about the system’s 10 to 12 second kill switch delay because of possible accidents 

if the switch is activated while the stolen vehicle is in motion. GPS can cost as much as $800 

to install plus $30 per month for service. 

Other Anti-Theft Deterrents 

Investigators identified several other anti-theft devices and strategies, One automobile 

manufacturer, for example, has developed a metal steering column sleeve to prevent thieves 

from defeating the ignition system by “hot-wiring” the vehicle. Four investigators said this 

device helps prevent theft, while another four reported seeing it defeated. Four investigators 

said they support etching highly visible VINs into windows; one investigator said this would 

be an effective deterrent because “it is cheaper to steal another car than to replace the 

windshield.” Finally, several investigators recommended common sense approaches to 

deterring auto theft, such as increased education about locking doors, not leaving keys in the 

ignition, and parking in well-lit areas. One investigator recommended parking in a space close 

to another vehicle of similar make and model when possible, thereby reducing the likelihood 

of theft to 5050. 
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investigators reported that automobile lines that have the highest theft rates nationwide are not 

necessarily the lines that are stolen most often in their jurisdictions. The one investigator who 

saw no need to extend the legislation said, “It hasn’t benefitted me.” 

Eleven investigators volunteered that the “black box” exemption which allows the 

Department of Transportation, upon appeal from a manufacturer, to exempt cars equipped with 

certain anti-theft devices is a weakness in the law that should be eliminated. 

e ‘The notion that the cars with these anti-theft devices aren’t being stolen is c--p; 
they are being stolen.” (San Francisco) 

e “The reality is that these exempted cars get stolen, and, when high-theft line 
vehicles are stolen-and they’re the ones most likely to have anti-theft 
devices-it’s an expensive loss.” (Milwaukee) 

Investigators objected to the exemption for two reasons. First, when exempted cars are 

stolen, there are no labels they can use for tracing the vehicles. Second, as an investigator in 

Portland complained, “The black box exemption is one of our biggest headaches because we 

don’t know if a part should have a iabel.” 

With two exceptions, every investigator advocated requiring manufacturers to label all 

types of noncommercial vehicles, including pickup trucks and sports utility vehicles. An 

investigator in Austin said that pickups were “the hottest item in Texas”; a Denver investigator 

reported that sports utility vehicles are “the biggest problem in the Mid-West”; and an 

investigator in San Antonio said “Chevy trucks are the number one stolen vehicle in this city.” 

Opinions about Additional Features the Legislation Should Incorporate 

Every investigator reported that the parts that manufacturers are currently required 

to labelare the parts that are mostfrequently stolen. However, all but five investigators felt 

that additionalparts should be required to have labels. Many investigators advocated marking 

additional parts in general. When asked which parts they thought it would be most important 

to mark, most named specific parts, in particular, airbags and seats. (See figure 4-1.) Among 

the ten investigators who advocated marking airbags, one from Austin said, “There’s a huge 

market for them,” while a San Antonio investigator reported that “They’re being stolen like 

- 
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hotcakes.” A few investigators reported that one major automobile manufacturer is already 

placing a partial VIN on its airbags’ backplate. Four investigators said that etching a VIN on 

windows would be particularly effective in preventing theft because, as one investigator said, 

“Guys won’t steal those cars, because the etching is too visible to ignore and the windows are 

too expensive to change.” 

r 
Figure 4-1 

Number of Investigators W h o  Advocate 
That Specific Additional Parts Be Marked 

(n = 27) 
--1 

~~ ~ ~ 

Wnibody or frame rail; expensive rims; steering assembly. 

Finally, fourteen investigators recommended-sometimes in very strong terms-that 

manufacturers be required to sfamp the WNs on the componentpa&. As discussed in chapter 

2, several investigators reported that labels are easy to remove, and, once removed, it can be 

difficult to determine whether the part was supposed to have been marked as well as impossible 

to identify the owner. Three investigators volunteered the suggestion that, if VINs can not be 

stamped onto the parts, they should be designed to leave the VIN as part of the footprint. 
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Chapter Five 

WHAT RESOURCES ARE AVAILABLE TO 

INVESTIGATORS USING ANTI-THEFT LABELS? 

This chapter describes the principal resources auto theft investigators reported they have 

available for assisting them in making effective use of component parts anti-theft labels. 

Training Resources 

Auto theft investigators who expect to use anti-theft labels as an investigative tool need 

to know which parts are mandated to have labels, where the labels are located, whether they 

have been tampered with, and how footprints can be detected. As shown in figure 5-1, auto 

theft investigators reZy primarily on one or both of two organizations for training in these 

skills: the National Insurance Crime Bureau (NICB) and the International Association of 
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Auto Z?zefl Investigators (IAATI). Sixteen of the 40 jurisdictions receive training from NICB, 

an organization, funded by member automobile insurance companies, that is dedicated to 

preventing auto theft. Eleven jurisdictions use U T I ,  a professional membership organization 

comprised of auto investigators nationwide. Seven of these jurisdictions receive training from 

the national IAATI office, while another four receive training from regional or State chapters. 

Figure 5-1 
Methods by Which Jurisdictions Receive Training 

io Using Anti-Theft hbeLr* 
(n = 4) 

*Jurisdictions may receive training from more than one source. 

Five investigators reported that all officers in their departments receive training during 

the police academy, although two said that most officers forget what they learn. Two 

jurisdictions receive training from automobile manufacturers; three (all in Texas) from their 

State Department of Public Safety; one (Washington, D.C.) from the FBI; and six from 

companies that manufacture the labels, in some cases as part of IAATI training seminars. Many 

jurisdictions receive training from more than one of these sources. 

Thirteen investigators reported that the only training their investigators receive is on the 

job. Generally, senior investigators train officers newly assigned to investigate auto theft. 

Several jurisdictions combine on-the-job training with the training resources identified above. 
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Technical Assistance 

Investigators receive help widh investigations that involve anti-theft labels primarily 

$+om NICB and local auto thefi task forces. Two jurisdictions reported that manufacturers were 

occasionally of assistance in determining the locations of anti-theft labels. 

The National Insurance Crime Bureau (NICB) 

In addition to maintaining a comprehensive database of automobile numbers and histories, 

about 200 trained NICB investigators sfationed across the country are often available to assist 

State and local law enforcement agents in the investigation of auto thef. Thirty-three 

jurisdictions reported making use of NTCB’s database or investigators in cases involving anti-theft 

labels. 

0 Twelve jurisdictions telephone their local NICB investigators for 
assistance--often frequently. According to a LQS Angeles investigator, “NICB is 
our number one information source; everything is on its computers.’’ 

0 Fifteen jurisdictions are able to ask local NICB investigators to come on site to 
assist with investigations. For example, an NICB agent is available on call 12-18 
hours a week in El Paso and 24 hours a day in Boston. 

Six jurisdictions have one or more NICB agents permanently attached to their 
auto the3 units. For example, two agents work two days a week with the Florida 
Department of Highway Safety; two agents work full time with the Houston auto 
theft unit; and one agent is assigned full time to the California Highway Patrol’s 
Auto Vehicle Theft Task Force in Sacramento. 

Investigators report that NICB provides several types of assistance. Agents may 

join local investigators at a salvage yard and use their laptop computers to tap into 
the NICB computer database from salvage yard (for example, to recreate full VINs 
from labels that have been partially destroyed or to find out whether an auto 
whose theft record has been purged from the NCIC database is still in the NICB 
computer), thereby enabling the officers to seize immediately any parts or vehicles 
that are determined to be stolen; 

0 help locate labels on a given part with a particular automobile year and line; 
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provide expertise or equipment, such as ultraviolet lights, to identify a part where 
the label has been removed; 

0 act as a liaison to the insurance industry when insurance information is needed; 
and, 

0 provide front money for sting operations or bait cars. 

Auto Theft Task Forces 

Fifren of the 40 junkdictions have auto thefi task forces that provide assistance to local 

law enforcement agencies. Typically, a municipal police department auto theft investigator is 

a member of the local task force. Department investigators use the task force to assist with or 

take over cases requiring special expertise or additional personnel or equipment, such as 

ultraviolet lights. 

The composition of task forces varies considerably. However, they typically include the 

largest local municipal police depwment and the county sheriff's department. They may also 

include State or Federal agencies. The New York State Department of Motor Vehicles 

Investigations Unit in Albany is part of a task force that includes the U.S. Customs Service, the 

Quebec Provincial Police, and the Montreal Urban Police. Members of Houston's task force 

include the city police department, the county sheriff, the FBI, the Texas Department of Public 

Safety, and the MCB. Six suburban police departments make up the Westem Wayne County task 

force along with the Detroit Police Department, the Michigan State Police Department, and the 

county sheriff. 

Equipment 

Nearly half(I9) the 40 jurisdictions use ultraviolet lights to detect footprints. Several 

investigators report that the technique is very helpful in detecting whether a part once had an 

anti-theft label. By contrast, two investigators who do not have an ultraviolet light said they did 

not need one because they always know whether a part belongs to an automobile line or model 

that is required to have a label. 
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Chapter Six 

CONCLUSION 

This chapter synthesizes the implications of the auto theft investigators’ experiences and 

opinions in relation to parts marking and reviews the investigators’ proposals for increasing the 

legislation’s effectiveness. 
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Impiications of the Study for the Parts Marking Legislation 

Three-quarters of the big city and State investigators contacted for this study reported 

that component parts anti-thefc labels help them to make arrests and prosecute cases. With 

regard to arrests, 16 found them very helpful, while five found them of no help. 

Investigators were about evenly divided about whether anti-thej? labels deter auto and 

parts the? .  Many investigators reported that nothing will deter professional thieves and that 

amateurs do not know the labels exist. Investigators who reported that the labels do have a 

deterrent effect feel that the effect is strongest with chop shop operators. 

Very few investigators reported that anti-thejl devices are efSective enough to warrant 

exempting cenbin automobile lines fiom the marking requirement. While a majority believe 

that certain anti-theft devices are heipful in deterring theft, most also believe that professional 

thieves can defeat them. Several investigators noted that devices like the club primarily have 

only a displacement effect-that is, they simply motivate thieves to look for another car that has 

no club. Several investigators observed that many drivers do not bother to use the anti-theft 

devices they have. 

Consistent with this experience, every investigator but one recommended that theparts 

marking legislation be extended to include all cars. Investigators reported that the models that 

are stolen the most frequently according to national statistics are not always the models stolen 

most often in their jurisdictions. Most investigators said they would like the legislation to cover 

not just all passenger cars but alsopickup trucks and sport utility vehicles. Some reported that 

these are the types of vehicles stolen most often in their jurisdictions. 

Several investigators were critical of the “black box” exemption which allows the 

Department of Transportation, upon petition by a manufacturer, to exempt from the marking 

requirement a limited number of automobile lines that are equipped with certain anti-theft 

devices. Several investigators reported that the exemptions make it difficult to know whether 

a part is supposed to be marked. 

\ 

Finally, a large majority of investigators expressed a preference for mandating labels 

on additional parts, citing seats and airbags most frequently. 

A majority of investigators recommended-some vehemently-that VTNs be stamped on 

the component parts instead of placed on labels. Citing ease of removal and the resulting 
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difficulty proving the part was stolen and identifylng the owner, some investigators felt that parts 

marking is useless unless the VINs are stamped. However, most investigators were quick to state 

that, if manufacturers consider stamping to be prohibitively expensive, they were still “happy with 

what we have.” 

As a substitute for stamping, a few investigators proposed that label manufacturers 

develop the technology that will leave a footprint with the actual VIN if the label is removed. 

With a VIN in the footprint, investigators would be able to identify the vehicle’s owner. Two 

investigators were aware that a label manufacturing company is in the process of testing a label 

that will, if removed, leave the VIN in the footprint. 

Finally, four investigators expressed concern that automobile manufacturers are 

purportedly considering abandoning confidential VINs on the grounds that anti-theft labels make 

them unnecessary. One investigator reported that, if a vehicle without a confidential VIN were 

to be torched, there would be no other way to identify the car at all. The same investigator 

reported that one major automobile manufacturer has already discontinued using confidential 

VINS . 

Other Ways to Make the Legislation More Effective 

Investigators suggested three steps that might enhance the effectiveness of parts marking 

in effecting arrests. 

More systematic and frequent iraining regarding the labels might improve 

jurisdictions’ ability to use them effectively. Some investigators are unfamiliar with how to 

make the most effective use of anti-theft labels. This may reflect the fact that training of auto 

theft investigators was reported to be unsystematic in some jurisdictions, with training often 

conducted on the job. Furthermore, while some investigators have manuals that indicate which 

cars are required to have labels, other investigators reported they have to call the National 

Insurance Crime Bureau for this information. Several implied that, rather than take the time to 

call, they either abandon the investigation or pursue other, less efficient, investigative avenues. 

Several investigators said that patrol officers could be more aggressive in identifying 

stolen cars if they received training regarding the vehicles that are required to have labels, the 

locations of the labels, and their right to seize vehicles with missing or damaged labels. As one 
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investigator said, “The manual I use to find out which cars have labels is a half inch thick. How 

is a beat cop supposed to figure that out in 10 minutes of training?” 

Several investigators reported that the absence of State legislation making tampering 

with or removing labels a crime prevents their using labels effectively. For example, an 

investigator from Oklahoma City reported that without a statute in his State, he can only bring 

charges of possession of stolen property for these activities. By comparison, in some other States 

it is a felony to remove a label or to have a component part with a label removed. Investigators 

in five jurisdictions also said that thieves can avoid salvage inspection statutes in their States by 

having the cars retitled in another State that does not require inspections of anti-theft labels. As 

a result, they suggested that a Federal statute requiring a salvage examination nationwide would 

make the labels more effective in both deterring and catching thieves. 

Finally, increased access to ultraviolet lights and other equipment for detecting 

foolprints might improve investigators’ effectiveness in using labels to arrest thieves. 

In summary, most investigators in the large cities contacted in this report and in the States 

with one or more large metropolitan areas reported that anti-theft labels are useful in making 

arrests and prosecuting thieves. Almost all the investigators felt that anti-theft devices have 

significant limitations. Many investigators suggested that, with improved officer training and 

additional State legislation, the labels’ effectiveness could be improved still further. While most 

investigators report that labels help in recovering stolen parts and cars, and in catching thieves, 

only about half the investigators believe that the labels deter car theft. 
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Appendix A 

Glossary of Terms 

Term some investigators use to describe the exemption from the parts 
marking requirement that the Federal legislation allows the 
Department of Transportation to grant to manufacturers that equip 
cars with effective anti-theft devices. 

Premises engaged in dissembling or storing of unlawfully obtained 
passenger motor vehicles or parts with the purpose of altering or 
removing the identify of the vehicles or parts and selling or disposing 
of them, typically to auto repair and body shop, or to individual 
purchasers. 

Body shops, dismantling operations, salvage yards, wrecking yards, 
and automobile dealerships. 

In more recent labels, chemicals that migrate into the automobile’s 
paint when anti-theft labels have been removed; ultraviolet light can 
usually detect the chemicals. 

The International Association of Automobile Theft Investigators, a 
professional association for law enforcement officers involved in 
investigating auto theft. 

The National Insurance Crime Bureau, a research organization funded 
by selected automobile insurance companies to act as an intemational 
repository of information related to automobile insurance claims and 
histories. The NICB receives, stores, and distributes information 
submitted to it by the National Crime Information Center (NCIC), 
member insurance companies, and U.S. Customs. At the request of 
law enforcement agencies nationwide, the bureau provides 
information about the history of any automobile. 

. 

A vehicle damaged or stripped so extensively that it is no longer 
Salvaged Vehicle worth repairing. 

VIN 
Vehicle Identification Number. The 17 characters of a VIN indicate 
the vehicle’s country of origin, type of engine, year and plant of 
manufacture, the true serial number of the vehicle, and other 
information. Every vehicle has its own unique VIN. 
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Appendix B 
Motor Vehicle Theft Data for Cities and Municipalities 

Baltimore, h4D 
Boston, MA 
Chicago, E 
Cleveland. OH 

Motor Vehicle Per Capita Rate' 
PoDulation Theft Offenses (per thousand) 

712,209 11,172 15.69 
550,715 10,036 18.22 

2,749,881 36,197 13.16 
495.074 9.058 18.30 

IAustin, TX I 523,6911 3,581 I 6.84 I 

Columbus, OH 
Dallas, TX 
Denver, CO 

63 8,729 7,040 11.02 
1,042,088 16,882 16.20 

505,843 5,241 10.36 
Detroit, MI 
El Paso, TX 
Fort Worth, TX 
Houston, TX 

~ - 
997297 29,273 29.35 
590,215 3,882 6.58 
460,321 4,861 10.56 

1,734335 22,536 12.99 

Motor Vehicle Per Capita Rate 
Population Theft Offenses (per thousand) 

I- 

Boise, ID 149,856 493 3.29 
Minot, ND 35,518 64 1.80 
Sarasota, lX 55241 278 5.03 
Stockton. CA 223.752 3.481 I5 56 

I Svracuse. Wf I 159.6031 793 I 4~971 

I Victoria, TX I 6 1,724 I 241 I 3 9 q  

Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation (1996). 
'Per capita calculates theft rate based on population in reporting jurisdictions; cars may be reported stolen by 
nonresidents excluded from the population figure (e.g. Miami rate overestimates impact on population). 

'Indianapolis/Marion County is a unified cityaunty government with a total population of 772,792. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Charles J. Kahane, Chief, Evaluation 
Division, Plans and Policy, National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 
Room 5208, 400 Seventh Street, SW., 
Washington, DC 20590 (202-366-2560). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

History 
As a result of the Department's 

recommendations in the 199 1 report to 
Conmess on the Motor Vehicle Theft 

National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration 
lDocket No. 97-042: Notice 11 Law"Enforcement Act of 1984 and other 

information received by the Congress, 
the Anti Car Theft Act of 1992 was RIN 21 27-AF55 

Auto Theft and R ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ;  preliminary enacted. This Act built on the 1984 Act 
Report on the Effects of the Anti car 
Theft Act of 1992 and the Motor 
Vehicle Theft Law Enforcement Act of 

in several ways: Federal penalties for 
auto theft were enhanced. A grant 
program was authorized to State 
and local law enforcement agencies 
concerned with auto theft. Experts were 
called on to look into and report on 
motor vehicle titling, registration, and 
salvage (the report was published in 
February 1994). The National Motor 
Vehicle Title Information System was to 
be established and the states were 
required to participate in the system: the 
Theft Prevention Standard was 
expanded, rules were established to 
check ifsalvage orjunk vehicles are 
stolen; and the Attorney General is to 
maintain a National Stolen Auto Part 
Information System. Selling or 
distributing marked parts that are stolen 
became a Federal crime. Random 
customs inspection to detect stolen 
vehicles being exported were allowed. A 
pilot study on a nondestructive 
inspection system was authorized. As in 
the 1984 Act, the Anti Car Theft Act of 
1992 calls for a report to the Congress 
on the effects of the Act on trends in 
motor vehicle thefts and recovery. The 
report is due five years after the 
legislation was enacted. The Anti Car 
Theft Act requires that the five year 
report to Congress address: motor 
vkhicle theft and recovery statistics as 
well as their collection and reliability: 
the extent to which motor vehicles are 
dismantled and exported; the market for 
stolen parts; the cost and benefit of 

Report: Interested people may obtain marking parts; arrest and prosecution of 
a copy of the report free of charge by auto theft offenders; the Act's effect on 
sending a self-addressed mailing label to the cost of comprehensive insurance 
Walter Culbreath, Publications Ordering premiums; the adequacy of Federal and 
and Distribution Services (NAD-5 I ) ,  state theft laws: and an assessment of 
National Highway Traffic Safety parts marking benefits for other than 
Administration, 400 Seventh Street, passenger cars. As in the 1984 Act, a 
SW., Washington, DC 20590. preliminary report is to be published 

Comments. All comments should and announced in the Federal Register 
refer to the docket and notice number of for comment. This 1997 report 
this notice and be submitted to: Docket addresses that requirement. 
Section, Room 5109, Nassif Building, The 1992 Act's amendments on theft 
400 Seventh Street, SW., Washington, prevention include: expanding coverage 
DC 20590. [Docket hours, 9:30 a m  -4:OO to selected lines that were below the 
p.m , Monday through Friday.] 1990/1991 median theft rate, and 

1984 

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration (NHTSA), 
Department of Transportation. 
ACTION: Request for comments. 

SUMMARY: This notice announces the 
publication by NHTSA of a preliminary 
report for public comment pursuant to 
the Anti Car Theft Act of 1992 (codified 
in Chapter 331 of Title 49 of the United 
States Code), which directs the 
Secretary of Transportation to submit a 
report to Congress five years after the 
enactment of the statute (49 U.S.C. 
331 1 (b)). The statute requires the 
Department to report on the effects of 
federal regulations on auto theft and 
comprehensive insurance premiums 
and what changes, if any, to these 
regulations are appropriate. 

agency seeks public review and 
comment on this report prior to its 
submission to Congress. The report does 
not contain recommendations at this 
time. The Department will develop 
recommendations after a review of 
public comments. 
DATES: Comments must be received no 
later than August 1 1 ,  1997. 

As required by the Chapter 331 the 

ADDRESSES: 

26, 1997 / Notices 
______ 

including high theft multipurpose 
passenger vehicles and light trucks that 
are rated at not more than 6,000 pounds 
gross vehicle weight under the 
provisions of the theft standard. These 
chan es had to be made two years 
(1994 after the enactment of the Act. 
Three years later (1997), based on the 
Attorney General's findings, the 
Secretary of Transportation shall 
designate all remaining such lines of 
passenger motor vehicles (other than 
light-duty trucks), unless the Attorney 
General determines such additional 
parts marking would not substantially 
inhibit chop shop operations and 
vehicle thefts. By the end of 1999, the 
Attorney General shall determine if the 
rules have been effective in inhibiting 
chop shops and vehicle theft and send 
these findings to the Secretary. These 
findings are to include an analysis of the 
effectiveness of factory-installed 
antitheft devices as a substitute for parts 
marking. 

The rulemaking process and 
manufacturer comments regarding lead 
time to implement parts marking 
resulted in expansion of the Theft 
Prevention Standard to a selected group 
of low theft line vehicle lines and other 
passenger vehicles beginning with the 
1997 model year. 
Summary of Preliminary Report 

Department obtained data from sources 
specified in the Act and available 
elsewhere, including the FBI's National 
Crime Information Center, the Justice 
Department's National Institute of 
Justice; the Bureau of Customs; the 
Highway Loss Data Institute, the 
National Information Crime Bureau: 
insurance companies: surveys of and 
interviews with state, county and city 
enforcement, motor vehicle 
administration and court officials: and 
autobody repair shops. The most recent 
theft data available for this report from 
the National Crime Information Center 
is the 1995. 

Motor vehicle theft was a growing 
problem in the early and mid 1980's. In 
1984, Congress enacted the Motor 
Vehicle Theft Law Enforcement Act 
(Public Law No. 98-547 [October 25, 
1984)) in order to reduce the incidence 
of motor vehicle thefts and facilitate the 
tracing and recovery of stolen motor 
vehicles and parts from stolen vehicles. 
The Department of Transportation 
implemented the 1984 Act by issuing 
the Federal Motor Vehicle Theft 
Prevention Standard, which requires 
manufacturers of designated high theft 
passenger car lines to inscribe or affix 
the Vehicle Identification Number WIN) 
onto the engine, the transmission, and 

To compile this report, the 
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12 major body parts. As an alternative 
to parts marking, manufacturers could 
choose to install antitheft devices as 
standard equipment on those lines. The 
objective of parts marking is to allow 
law enforcement agencies to identify 
stolen vehicles or parts removed from 
stolen vehicles-and to deter 
professional thieves since they will have 
difficulty in marketing stolen marked 
parts and are more likely to get caught 
if they steal cars with marked parts. The 
high-theft car lines were designated in 
1985, and actual parts marking began 
with model year 1987. 

Safety Administration (”SA) 
presented a report to the Congress 
assessing the auto theft problem in the 
United States and, in particular, 
attempting to evaluate parts marking. At 
that time, however, only two years of 
theft and recovery data were available 
for cars with marked parts. Evidence of 
the effectiveness of parts marking could 
not be obtained through statistical 
analysis of theft and recovery rates. 
Nevertheless, the Department found 
wide support in 199 1 for parts marking 
from the law enforcement community. 
Investigators believed that parts marking 
provided them with a valuable tool for 
detecting, apprehending, and 
prosecuting thieves. After considering 
the analyses, surveys and public 
comments obtained during the 
preparation of the 1991 report, the 
Department recommended that the theft 
prevention standard be continued with 
minor changes. 

In 1991-92, motor vehicle theft was 
still a large problem. Thefts had 
increased from 830,000 in 1984 to 
1,270,000 by 1990. In search of stronger 
remedies. and in response to the 
Department’s recommendation and 
other information, Congress enacted 
Public Law No. 102-519 (October 25. 
1992), the Anti Car Theft Act of 1992. 

of Transportation to provide a report to 
the Congress updating the findings of 
the 1991 report and evaluating the 
effects of the 1984 and 1992 Acts. As a 
first step, the Department is publishing 
this Preliminary Report for public 
review and issuing a notice in the 
Federal Register announcing a 45 day 
opportunity for public comment. 
Comments received will be summarized 
and discussed as part of the Final 
Report that will be transmitted to the 
Congress. 

In 1991, the National Highway Traffic 

The 1992 Act requires the Department 

The goals of this report are: 
To update the detailed statistics on 

motor vehicle theft and recovery 
presented in the 1991 report. For this 
report, theft and recovery data were 

available from 1984 through 1995, and 
insurance data from 1986 through 1992. 

To revisit the evaluation of parts 
marking, now that extensive data are 
available on the theft experience of cars 
with marked parts or antitheft devices. 
(However, since theft data were 
available only through 1995, the 
effectiveness of the 1992 Act as regards 
expanded coverage in 1997 and later 
models cannot be analyzed at this time.) 

To evaluate other provisions of the 
1992 Anti Car Theft Act and the 1984 
Act, focusing on changes that have 
occurred since the 1991 report. 

The basic reasons for stealing cars 
have not changed since the 1991 report. 
Cars are stolen for transportation, 
joyriding, export, for repair parts, and to 
obtain expensive items such as stereo 
equipment for a quick profit. Since the 
last report to Congress, a new type of 
auto theft crime has emerged- 
carjacking-but the theft motives are 
still the same. Fundamentally, though, 
two types of auto theft may be 
recognized: (1) Professional thefts for 
profit, such as thefts to supply chop 
shops, retagging and retitling, or for 
illegal export. These thefts often result 
in a total loss to the original owner, but 
there is hope they can be deterred by 
remedies such as parts marking. They 
are believed to account for at least 23 
percent of all thefts, and perhaps 
substantially more. (2) Nonprofessional 
thefts for purposes such as joyriding or 
to obtain temporary transportation. The 
vehicles are mostly recovered; on the 
other hand, parts marking would not 
appear as likely to deter these thefts. 

As in the 1991 report, theft and 
recovery data come from the FBI’s 
National Crime Information Center. The 
data do not indicate the motives for 
individual thefts or separate the 
“professional” from the 
‘‘nonprofessional” thefts. Analyses 
based on aggregate data cannot identify 
the effectiveness of each subsection of 
the 1984 and 1992 Acts, but can provide 
insights on the trend in thefts and 
recoveries. 

The principal finding of this 
evaluation is that the auto theft 
problem, which was growing during the 
mid 1980’s, leveled off or even began to 
decline after 1989-90. In 1995, there 
were 1,180,000 motor vehicles stolen, a 
decline of seven percent from the all- 
time peak of 1,270,000 experienced in 
both 1990 and 1992. However, the 1995 
thefts are still 39 percent more than the 
830,000 experienced in 1984. The theft 
rate per 100,000 registered vehicles 
increased from 543 in 1984 to 714 in 
1990, but had dropped back to 597 by 
1995. 

Passenger cars account for 71 percent 
of all motor vehicle thefts, followed by 
light trucks-pickup trucks, sport utility 
vehicles and vans-at 24 percent. The 
remaining thefts are split between heavy 
trucks and motorcycles. Theft rates for 
all four vehicle types have declined 
since 1990. 

Recoveries of stolen vehicles have 
kept pace with thefts over the years- 
recovery rates have remained stable at 
close to 80 percent of thefts throughout 
1984-95. Passenger cars have slightly 
higher recovery rates than light trucks. 
Motorcycles have substantially lower 
recovery rates than all other vehicle 
types, and they have gotten worse. It is 
estimated that the annual economic loss 
resulting from vehicle thefts-and from 
the fact that many vehicles are never 
recovered or only recovered in a 
damaged condition-is at least $4 
billion and could be as high as $8 
billion. 

The average consumer cost of parts 
marking in 1995 models was $4.92 per 
car. At that cost, just a two percent 
reduction in the theft rate would create 
consumer benefits well exceeding the 
cost of parts marking. 

that got parts marking or antitheft 
devices in 1987 were compared to the 
rates for the car lines before 1987 and 
to the rates for car lines that did not get 
either remedy. However, the fact that, 
originally, only high-theft car lines got 
parts marking resulted in biases in the 
data that made it essentially impossible 
to attribute a specific percentage 
reduction in thefts or increase in 
recoveries to parts marking or antitheft 
devices. Still, the analyses provided 
four indications (hedged with caveats) 
that parts marking and antitheft devices 
quite possibly had beneficial effects at 
times, apparently greater than 2 percent: 

There seemed to be a conspicuous 
shift in theft rates in model years 1986- 
87, coinciding with the introduction of 
parts marking. Cars with marked parts 
had lower theft rates than expected, 
while those with unmarked parts had 
higher rates than expected. The effect 
was as strong as 20 percent when cars 
were new, but it weakened as they 
became older and seemed to have 
vanished by the time they were two 
years old. The latter is a noteworthy 
finding, since it is consistent with the 
view that many professional thieves 
subsequently learned how to obliterate 
the markings, and found them less of a 
deterrent. 

Almost all car lines had lower theft 
rates in their early 1990’s models than 
in the late 1970’s models. However, the 
long-term reduction was substantially 
greater in the car lines that got parts 

Theft and recovery rates for car lines 
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marking or antitheft devices than in the 
car lines that did not. I t  is not so clear 
what happened during the crucial 
intervening years, the 1980’s. 

Recovery rates for 1987 cars with 
marked parts were consistently higher 
than for corresponding 1986 models. 
However, this one-time favorable effect 
consistently deteriorated after 1987. 

There was a strong reduction after 
1987 in the percentage of vehicles that 
were only recovered in-part-Le., 
missing their engine, transmission or a 
major body part (those which for high 
theft lines are required to have 
markings). There was a corresponding 
increase in percentage of vehicles 
recovered in-whole (no major parts 
missing) or intact. This trend was 
especially strong in the car lines with 
marked parts. 

Factory-installed antitheft devices 
were installed on far fewer car lines 
than parts marking. The findings on the 
effect of antitheft devices are generally 
parallel to those on parts marking, but 
less conclusive. Generally speaking, 
there was no strong evidence that 
factory-installed antitheft devices have a 
different effect than parts marking. No 
data were available for evaluating the 
effect of aftermarket antitheft devices. 

theft rates showed that eight year old 
vehicles were just as likely to be stolen 
as current model year vehicles. This 
suggests that parts marking methods 
need to be sufficiently permanent to last 
up  to eight ears or more. 

On the wzole, the analysis results 
seem to suggest that Chapter 331’s 
approach, which views both parts- 
marking and factory-installed antitheft 
devices as effective deterrents to 
automobile theft has had benefits. There 
is some indication that the effect of 
parts marking might have been greater 
than two percent needed for cost- 
effectiveness, at least at certain times. 
Also, parts marking and antitheft 
devices seem to be integral components 
of a larger program to combat auto theft. 
That program has, on the whole had an 
impact, as evidenced by the leveling off 
and reduction of theft rates after 1990. 

Collection and dissemination of theft 
and recovery information has improved 
since 1991, primarily because technical 
advances in communications and 
computer equipment made databases 
more complete and accessible to 
agencies needing the information. The 
two systems called for in the Anti Car 
Theft Act of 1992-the National Motor 
Vehicle Title Information System and 
the National Stolen Auto Part 
Information System-are either not 
completely in place or are so new that 
their effects on vehicle theft 

Analysis of the effect of vehicle age on 

(prevention, recovery or apprehension 
of thieves) cannot be evaluated at this 
time. 

vehicle thefts, arrests for auto theft 
peaked in 1989 and have leveled off 
since then. In 1994, an estimated 
200,000 were arrested for auto theft or 
attempted theft in the United States. 

While recent surveys of district 
attorneys and law enforcement agencies 
did not provide detailed statistical data 
on arrests, prosecutions, and 
convictions for auto theft, they present 
an even more encouraging picture than 
corresponding surveys in the earlier 
report. Since 1991, there have been 
moderate increases in the number of 
prosecutions under both Federal Acts. 
There have also been increases in the 
level of effort directed to each 
prosecution. Now that they have better 
evidence with which to work, both 
prosecutors and officers are willing to 
invest more effort at obtaining a 
conviction. By 1996, prosecutors saw an 
increase of over 20 percent in the 
number of prosecuted cases, and 10 
percent said that theft rates had 
declined in their jurisdictions. By 1996, 
in contrast to almost no effect seen in 
1991, almost half of the district 
attorneys reported an increase in 
convictions-and most of them 
attributed it to the Federal Acts. Stiffer 
sentencing was occurring in 45 percent 
of the convictions, including a 75 
percent increase in jail sentences. This 
could be even higher, they report, but 
for prison overcrowding. 

Law enforcement agencies report the 
same attitudes about the deterrent 
effects of parts marking in 1996 as they 
did in 1991. They feel that auto thefts 
for chop shop operations will continue 
if there is a demand for a part, marked 
or not. But almost half of the 
investigators feel that parts marking 
makes professional thieves more 
cautious or even deters them completely 
from stealing cars with marked parts. 
All investigators thought parts marking 
had no effect on amateur thieves. Parts 
marking seems to have the greatest 
effect on chop shop operators because of 
the increased cost of “doing business.” 

Auto theft investigators feel that parts 
marking is a valuable tool for arresting 
and prosecuting thieves. In 1991. they 
saw little or no effect, but by 1996, most 
of them felt that parts marking did assist 
in identifying and recovering stolen 
parts and vehicles. About three fourths 
of the law enforcement agencies in big 
cities said parts marking helped in 
arresting both chop shop operators and 
professional thieves. Auto theft 
investigators, as in 1991, still say that 
more permanent methods for parts 

In tandem with the number of motor 

marking are needed. Even though i t  is 
unlawful to remove labels from marked 
parts and the labels are required to leave 
evidence that they were once on the 
marked part, thieves have found 
methods for removing both the label and 
its “footprint”. The investigator then 
has to be sufficiently knowledgeable to 
recognize that the part should have a 
label. Also without the label i t  is very 
difficult to trace the part back to the 
vehicle from which it was stolen. 

Investigations and assistance 
provided by NHTSA to the Justice 
Department in the prosecution of 
violations of criminal statutes 
concerning altering or removing 
markings and forfeiture of certain motor 
vehicles and motor vehicle parts, and 
chop shops has brought to the agency’s 
attention the fact that many law 
enforcement officers do not know which 
vehicles must be marked, where the 
markings are to be located or which 
parts are to be marked. Also, 
investigators often are unaware of the 
replacement parts-marking 
requirements. The agency investigators 
feel that an education program for law 
enforcement officials on the applicable 
parts-marking requirements is needed. 

Data received from the Customs 
Service since the 1991 report, indicates 
it has improved its ability to recoup 
stolen vehicles. 

Insurance companies have not 
reported any effects of parts marking on 
insurance premiums. Some insurance 
companies do  offer discounts on 
comprehensive premiums for vehicles 
equipped with certain types of anti theft 
devices. Analysis of claim payments 
also has not shown any specific effects 
of either parts marking or antitheft 
devices. Insurance companies report 
that their used part policies have not 
changed since 1986. About three fourths 
of the reporting companies encourage 
the use of used parts for crash repairs. 
Most companies rely on the repair shops 
to obtain parts from reputable sources. 

Analyses of the effectiveness of parts 
marking in “high theft” passenger car 
lines suggests that parts marking has 
benefits in reducing theft rates, and at 
times in increasing recovery rates. These 
benefits seem to exceed the cost of parts 
marking. The greatest impact of parts 
marking appears to have affected chop 
shops and “professional” auto thieves. 
While more vehicles stolen for export 
are being recovered, the number 
recovered is too small to say that parts 
marking has helped reduce thefts for 
export or recovery of these vehicles. 
Given that parts marking appears to be 
effective in currently marked passenger 
car lines, there is no reason to doubt 



Federal Register / Vol. 62, No. 123 / Thursday, June  26, 1997 / Notices 34497 

that it could also have benefits for other 
passenger vehicles. 

In conclusion, it appears that parts 
marking and other provisions of the 
1984 and 1992 Acts have given the law 
enforcement community tools they can 
use to deter thefts, trace stolen vehicles 
and parts, and apprehend and convict 
thieves. Theft rates leveled off after 
1989-90 and have begun to drop. While 
the program to reduce auto theft has had 
an impact, there appear to be three areas 
with potential room for improvement: 
(1) Insurance companies and motor 
vehicle departments could take better 
advantage of the existing parts marking 
program by routinely requiring 
inspection of the markings of used parts 
acquired at body shops and used 
vehicles brought in for new titles. (2) To 
the extent that current parts markings 
can be obliterated, their long-term 
deterrent effect may be diminished. (3) 
Since many vehicles still do not have 
marked parts, the deterrent effect of 
parts marking at this time may be offset 
by increased thefts of the vehicles 
without marked parts. 
Comments Sought 

regarding this report and its findings on 
effectiveness in deterring or reducing 
motor vehicle theft or enhancing 
recoveries, comment on the following 
questions are sou ht 

Section 331 Ij(b)(lI)  of Title 49 
requires the report to include 
recommendations to Congress for 
legislative or administrative action for- 
(A) continuing without change the theft 
prevention standards prescribed under 
Chapter 331; @) amending this chapter 
to cover more or fewer lines of 
passenger motor vehicles: (C) amending 
this chapter to cover other classes of 
motor vehicles. Please provide your 
comments on all or any one of these 
items, including the basis for your 
position. 

Given that the current marking 
methods cost the consumer less than $5 
per vehicle and that Congress allows up 
to $22 per vehicle in 1995 dollars, are 
there more permanent methods for 
marking vehicles with the Vehicle 
Identification Number (VIN) that can be 
accomplished within the 
Congressionally mandated limit7 Please 
include documentation on the marking 
method, how permanent the markings 
are (how difficult it is to remove the 
markings and what evidence is likely to 
remain that there were markings), cost 
estimates including the cost of any 
materials. equipment, tooling and labor. 
Please identify the economic year for 
the cost estimates. Please include a 
description of how the markings are 

In addition to any comments 

applied including the time to mark all 
the major vehicle parts. If the 
information to be supplied is 
proprietary, application to the agency 
Chief Counsel's Office can be made. 

Are there other vehicle parts (e.g.. 
air bags, radios) that should be classified 
as major parts and thus subject to parts 
marking? Some states aIlow glazing to 
be etched with the VIN. Should glazing 
be included as a major part and be 
required to be marked? Please provide a 
rationale with evidence to support any 
recommendations. 

Under the current standard, a 
limited number of lines are exempted 
from parts marking because the vehicles 
are equipped with factory installed 
antitheft devices as standard equipment. 
Because of the limited data available for 
evaluation, the effectiveness of antitheft 
devices as a deterrent could not be 
determined with much statistical 
confidence. Is there other evidence to 
support the effectiveness of antitheft 
devices? Please supply such evidence 
along with a description of the 
applicable antitheft device. 

companies offer discounts for certain 
types of antitheft devices, it is unclear 
as to which devices are considered 
desirable for obtaining a discount. Also, 
what additional efforts are made by 
insurance companies to encourage parts 
marking and/or the installation of 
antitheft devices? What other measures 
does the insurance industry take to 
reduce the occurrence of motor vehicle 
theft? Please supply any supporting 
evidence that shows that these measures 
are helping to reduce motor vehicle 
theft or apprehending auto thieves. 

All comments received before the 
close of business on the comment 
closing date will be considered, and will 
be available for examination in the 
docket at the above address both before 
and after that date. To the extent 
possible, comments filed after the 
closing date will also be considered. 
The NHTSA will continue to file 
relevant information as it becomes 
available in the docket after the closing 
date, and i t  is recommended that 
interested people continue to examine 
the docket for new material. 

People desiring to be notified upon 
receipt of their comments in the rules 
docket should enclose a self-addressed, 
stamped postcard in the envelope with 
their comments. Upon receiving the 
comments, the docket supervisor will 
return the postcard by mail. 

Even though some insurance 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 301 12, 33113(b). 
William H. Walsh, 
Associate Administrator for Plans and Policy. 
[FR Doc. 97-16750 Filed 6-25-97; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-59-P 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Surface Transportation Board 

[STB Docket No. A 5 3 3  (Sub-No. 112X)l 

Union Pacific Railroad Company- 
Abandonment Exemption-in 
Lancaster County, NE 

On June 6, 1997, the Union Pacific 
Railroad Company (UP) filed with the 
Surface Transportation Board a petition 
under 49 U.S.C. 10502 for exemption 
from the provisions of 49 U.S.C. 10903 
to abandon a 1.88-mile segment of its 
Lincoln Branch, extending from 
milepost 492.88 near 33rd Street to 
milepost 494.76 near 10th Street in 
Lincoln, NE. The line traverses U.S. 
Postal Service Zip Code 68503 in 
Lancaster County, NE. 

granted rights-of-way. Any 
documentation in the railroad's 
possession will be made available 
promptly to those requesting it. The 
interest of railroad employees will be 
protected by Oregon Short Line R. Co.- 
Abandonment-Goshen, 360 I.C.C. 91 
(1 979). 

By issuance of this notice, the Board 
is instituting an exemption proceeding 
pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 10502(b). A final 
decision will be issued within 90 days 
(by September 24, 1997). 

Any offer of financial assistance 
under 49 CFR 1152.27(b)(2) will be due 
no later than 10 days after service of a 
decision granting the petition for 
exemption. Each offer of financial 
assistance must be accompanied by the 
filing fee, which currently is set at $900. 
See 49 CFR 1002.2(f)(25). 

All interested persons should be 
aware that following abandonment of 
rail service and salvage of the line, the 
line may be suitable for other public 
use, including interim trail use. Any 
request for a public use condition under 
49 CFR 1152.28 and any request for trail 
use/rail banking under 49 CFR 1152.29 
will be due no later than July 16, 1997. 
Each trail use request must be 

The line does not contain federally 

accompanied by a $150 filing fee. See 49 
CFR 1002.2M (27). . ,  . I 

All filings in response to this notice 
must refer to STB Docket No. AB-33 
(Sub-No. 112X) and must be sent to: ( I )  
Surface Transportation Board, Office of 
the Secretary, Case Control Unit, 1925 K 
Street, N.W., Washington, DC 20423- 
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under 49 U.S.C. 32905, are listed in 
Table I: 

TA~LE (--GALLON EQUIVALENT MEASUREMENTS 
FOR GASEOUS FUELS PER 100 STANDARD 
CUBIC FEET 

Fuel 1 Gallon equivalent 
measuremenf 

Compressed Natural Gas ........................ 
Liquefd Natural Gas ............................... 
bquefied Petroleum Gas (Grade HD-5)’ 
Hydrogen ................................................. 
Hythane (Hy5) .......................................... 

0.823 
0.823 
0.726 
0.259 
0.741 

Per gallon unil of measure. 

PART 541-fEDERAL MOTOR VEHI- 
CLE THEFT PREVENTION STAND- 
ARD 

Sec. 
541.1 Scope. 
541.2 Purpose. 
541.3 Application. 
541.4 Definitions. 
541.5 Requirements for passenger motor ve- 

541.6 Requirements for replacement parts. 
hicles. 

APPENDIX A TO P A R T   LINES SUBJECT TO 
THE REQUIREMENTS OF THIS STANDARD 

APPENDIX A-I TO P A R T  541-HICH-THEFT 
LINES WITH ANTITHEFT DEVICES WHICH 
ARE EXEMPTED FROM THE PARTS-MAKING 
REQUIREMENTS OF THIS STANDARD PURSU- 
ANT M 49 CFR PART 543 

LINES WITH ANTITHEFT DEVICES WHICH 
ARE EXEMPTED IN P A R T  FROM THE PARTS-  
MARKING REQUIREMENTS O F  THIS STAND- 
ARD PURSUANT M 49 CFR PART 543 

APPENDIX B M P A R T  541-PASSENGER MOTOR 
VEHICLE LINES (EXCEPT LIGHT DUTY 
TRUCKS) WITH THEFT RATES BELOW THE 
1990/91 MEDIAN THEFT RATE, SUBJECT TO 
THE REQUIREMENTS OF THIS STANDARD 

LECTING LINES LIKELY TO HAVE HIGH 
THEFT RATES 

APPENDIX A-II TO PART 541-HICH-THEFT’ 

APPENDIX C M PAR,T 541-CRITERIA FOR SE- 

AUTHORITY: 49 U.S.C. 33101, 33102, 33103, 
33105; delegation of authority at 49 C F R  1.50. 

SOURCE: 50 FR 43190, Oct .  24, 1985, unless 
otherwise noted. 

EDITORIAL NOTE: The information collec- 
tion requirements contained in this part 541 
will be submitted t o  the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget for i t s  approval. A notice 
will be published in the FEDERAL REGISTER 
when OMB approval has been obtained. 

§ 541.1 Scope. 
This standard specifies performance 

requirements for identifying numbers 

or symbols to  be placed on major parts 
of certain passenger motor vehicles. 

$641.2 Purpose. 
The purpose of this standard is t o  re- 

duce the incidence of motor vehicle 
thefts by facilitating the tracing and 
recovery of parts from stolen vehicles. 

9 541.3. Application. 
This standard applies t o  the follow- 

ing: 
(a) Passenger motor vehicle parts 

identified in §541.5(a) that are  present: 
(1) In  the passenger motor vehicle 

lines listed in appendix A of this part; 
(2) Beginning with model year 1997, in 

passenger motor vehicle lines which 
NHTSA has finally determined, pursu- 
a n t  to  49 CFR part 542, to  be high theft 
based on the 1990/91 median theft rate; 
and 

(3) Beginning with model year 1997, in 
passenger motor vehicle lines listed in  
appendix B of this part. 

(b) Replacement parts for passenger 
motor vehicle lines described in 
Q541.3(a) (1) and (2), if the part is identi- 
fied in 5 541.5(a). 
[59 FR 64168, Dec. 13, 19941 

8 541.4 Definitions. 
(a) Sta tu tory  terms. All terms defined 

in 49 U.S.C. chapter 331 are used in ac- 
cordance with their statutory mean- 
ings unless otherwise defined in para- 
graph (b) of this section. 

(b) Other definit ions.  (1) Interior sur- 
face means, w i t h  respect to  a vehicle 
part, a surface that is not directly ex- 
posed to  sun and precipitation. 

(2) Light-duty t ruck  (LDT) means a 
motor vehicle, with motive power, ex- 
cept a trailer, designed primarily for 
the transportation of property or spe- 
cial purpose equipment, that is rated 
at 6,000 pounds gross vehicle weight or 
less. 

(3) Line means a name which a manu- 
facturer applies t o  a group of motor ve- 
hicles of the same make which have 
the same body o r  chassis, or otherwise 
are similar in construction or design. A 
“line” may, for example, include 2- 
door, +door, station wagon, and 
hatchback vehicles of the same make. 

(4) 199081 median theft rate means 
3.5826 thefts per thousand vehicles pro- 
duced. 
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( 5 )  Multipurpose passenger vehicle 
(MPV) means a passenger motor vehi- 
cle which is constructed either on a 
truck chassis or with special features 
for occasional off-road operation and 
which is rated at 6,000 pounds gross ve- 
hicle weight or less. 

(6) Passenger car is used as defined in 
5 571.3 of this chapter. 

(7) VlN means the vehicle identifica- 
tion number required by part  565 of 
this chapter. 
159 FR 64168, Dec. 13, 1994, as amended at 61 
FR 29033, June 7,19961 

0541.6 Requirements for passenger 
motor vehicles. 

(a) Each passenger motor vehicle sub- 
ject t o  this standard must have an 
identifying number affixed or inscribed 
on each of the parts specified in para- 
graphs (a)(l) through (a)(18) inclusive, 
if the part is present on the passenger 
motor vehicle. In the case of passenger 
motor vehicles not originally manufac- 
tured to comply with applicable US. 
vehicle safety and bumper standards, 
each such motor vehicle subject to  this 
standard must have an identifying 
number inscribed in a manner which 
conforms to  paragraph (d)(2) of this 
section, on each of the parts specified 
in paragraphs (a)(l) through (a)(18), in- 
clusive, i f  the part is present on the 
motor vehicle. 
(1) Engine. 
(2) Transmission. 
(3) Right front fender. 
(4) Left front fender. 
(5) Hood. 
(6) Right front door. 
(7) Left front door. 
(8) Right rear door. 
(9) Left rear door. 
(10) Sliding or cargo door(s). 
(11) Front bumper. 
(12) Rear bumper. 
(13) Right rear quarter panel (passenger 

(14) Left rear quarter panel (passenger 

(15) Right-side assembly (MPVs). 
(16) Left-side assembly (MPVs). 
(17) Pickup box. and/or cargo box 

(LDTs). 
(18) Rear door(s) (both doors in case of 

double doors), decklid, tailgate, or 
hatchback (whichever is present). 

cars). 

cars). 

c 
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(b)(l) Except as provided in para- 
graphs (bI(2) and (bI(3) of this section, 
the number required to be inscribed or 
affixed by paragraph (a) shall be the 
VIN of the passenger motor vehicle. 

(2) In place of the VIN, manufactur- 
ers who were marking engines and/or 
transmissions with a VIN derivative 
consisting of at least the last eight 
characters of the VIN on October 24, 
1984, may continue to  mark engines 
and/or transmissions with such VIN de- 
rivative. 

(3) In the case of passenger motor ve- 
hicles not originally manufactured to 
comply with U.S. vehicle safety and 
bumper standards, the number required 
t o  be inscribed by paragraph (a) of this 
section shall be the original vehicle 
identification. number assigned to  the 
motor vehicle by its original manufac- 
turer in the country where the motor 
vehicle was originally produced or  as- 
sembled. 

(c) The characteristics of the number 
required t o  be affixed or inscribed by 
paragraph (a) of this section shall sat- 
isfy the size and style requirements set  
forth for vehicle certification labels in 
Q 567.4(g) of this chapter. 

(d) The number required by para- 
graph (a) of this section must be af- 
fixed by means that  comply with para- 
graph (d)(l) of this section or inscribed 
by  means that  comply with paragraph 
(d)(2) of this section. 

(1) Labels. (i) The number must be 
printed indelibly on a label, and the 
label must be permanently affixed to 
the passenger motor vehicle’s part. 

(ii) The number must be placed on 
each part specified in paragraph (a) of 
this section in a location such tha t  the 
number is, i f  practicable, on an interior 
surface of the part as installed on the 
vehicle and in a location where it: 

(A) Will not be damaged by the use of 
any tools necessary to install, adjust, 
o r  remove the part and any adjoining 
parts, or any portions thereof; 
(B) Is on a portion of the part not 

likely to  be damaged in a collision; and 
(C) Will not be damaged or obscured 

during normal dealer preparation oper- 
ations (including rustproofing and un- 
dercoating). 

(iii) The number must be placed on 
each part specified in paragraph (a) of 
this section in a location tha t  is visible 
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without further disassembly once the 
part has been removed from the vehi- 
cle. 

(iv) The number must be placed en- 
tirely within the target area specified 
by the original manufacturer for that 
part, pursuant to paragraph (e) of this 
section, on each part  specified in para- 
graph (a) of this section. 

(v) Removal of the label m u s t  
(A) Cause the label to  self-destruct 

by tearing or rendering the pumber on 
the label illegible, and 

(B) Discernibly alter the appearance 
of that  area of the part where the label 
was affixed by leaving residual parts of 
the label or adhesive in  tha t  area, so 
that investigators will have evidence 
that a label was originally present. 

(vi) Alteration of the number on the 
label must leave traces of the original 
number or otherwise visibly alter the  
appearance of the label materi 1. 

(vii) The label and the n u m  t er shall 
be resistant to  counterfeiting. 

(viii) The logo or some other unique 
identifier of the vehicle manufacturer 
must be placed in the material of the 
label in a manner such tha t  alteration 
or removal of the logo visibly alters 
the appearance of the label. 

(2) Other mea of identification. (i) 
Removal or a1 8 ation of any portion of 
the number must visibly alter the a p  
pearance of the section of the vehicle 
part on -  which the identification is 
marke6. 

(ii) The number must be placed on 
each part specified in paragraph (a) of 
this section in a location tha t  is visible 
without further disassembly once the 
part has been removed from the vehi- 
cle. 

(iii) The number must be placed en- 
tirely within the target area specified 
by the original manufacturer for t ha t  
part, pursuant t o  paragraph ( e )  of this 
section, on each part specified in para- 
graph (a) of this section. 

(e) Target areas. (1) Each manufac- 
turer that is the original producer who 
installs or assembles the covered major 
parts on a line shall designate a target 
area for the identifying numbers to be 
marked on each part specified in para- 
graph (a) of this section for each of i t s  
lines subject to this standard. The tar-  
get area shall not exceed 50 percent of 
the surface area on the surface of the 

§!541.6 

part on which the target area is lo- 
cated. 

(2) Each manufacturer subject to 
paragraph (e)(l) of this section shall, 
not later than 30 days before the line is 
introduced into commerce, inform 
NHTSA in writing of the target areas 
designated for each line listed in ap- 
pendix A. The information should be 
submitted to: Admi  istrator, National 
Highway Traffic S fety Administra- 
tion, 400 Seventd St 1 et, SW, Washing- 
ton, DC 20590. 

(3) The target areas designated by 
the original vehicle manufacturer for a 
part on a line shall be maintained for 
the duration of the production of such 
line, unless a restyling of the part 
makes it no 1 ‘nger practicable to  mark 
the part wit R in the original target 
area. If there1 is such a restyling, the 
original vehic$e manufacturer shall in- 
form NHTSA’of tha t  fact and the new 
target area, in accordance with the re- 
quirements of paragraph (e)(2) of this 
section. 
[59 FR 64168. Dec. 13, 19941 

8 541.6 Requirements for replacement 

(a) Each replacement part for a part 
specified in $541.5(a) must have the reg- 
istered trademark of the manufacturer 
of the replacement part, o r  some other 
unique identifier if the manufacturer 
does not have a registered trademark, 
and the letter “R” affixed or inscribed 
on such replacement part by means 
that comply with 5541.5(d). except as 
provided in paragraph (d) of this sec- 
tion. In the case of replacement parts 
subject t o  the marking requirements of 
this section, which were not originally 
manufactured for sale in the United 
States, the importer of the part shall 
inscribe its registered trademark, or 
some other unique identifier if the im- 
porter does not have a registered trade- 
mark, and the letter “R” on the part 
by means that comply with $541.5(d)(2), 
except as provided in paragraph (d) of 
this section. 

(b) A replacement part subject to  
paragraph (a) of this section shall not 
be marked pursuant to  $541.5. 

(c) The trademark and the letter “R” 
required by paragraph (a) of this sec- 
tion must be at least one centimeter 
high. 

Parts. 
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(d) The trademark and the letter “R” 
required by paragraph (a) of this sec- 
tion must be placed entirely within the  
target area specified by the vehicle 
manufacturer, pursuant to  paragraph 
(e) of this section. 

(e) Target areas. (1) Each manufac- 
turer that is the original producer or 
assembler of the vehicle for which the 
replacement part  is designed shall des- 
ignate a target area for the identifying 
symbols t o  be marked on each replace- 
ment part  subject to  the requirements 
of paragraph (a) of this section. Such 
target areas shall not exceed 25 percent 
of the surface area of the  surface on 
which the replacement part  marking 
will appear. 

(2) The boundaries of the target area 
designated under paragraph (e)(l) of 
this section shall be a t  least 10 centi- 
meters at all points from the nearest 
boundaries of the target area des- 
ignated for t h a t  par t  under §541.5(e) of 
this part. 

(3) Each manufacturer subject t o  
paragraph (e)(l) of this section shall in- 
form NHTSA in writing of the target  
areas designated for each replacement 
part subject t o  paragraph (a) of th i s  
section, at the same t ime as it informs 
the agency of the target  area des- 
ignated for the original equipment 
parts of the line. pursuant to  
§541.5(e)(2) of this part. The informa- 
tion should be submitted to: Adminis- 
trator,  National Highway Traffic Safe- 
t y  Administration, 400 Seventh Street ,  
SW., Washington. DC 20590. 

(4) ”he target area designated by the 
original vehicle manufacturer for the 
parts subject to the requirements of 
paragraph (a) of this section shall be 
maintained for the duration of the pro- 
duction of such replacement part ,  un- 
less a restyling of the part makes it no 
longer practicable to  mark the part 
within the original target area. If there 
is such a restyling, the original vehicle 
manufacturer shall inform NHTSA of 
that  fact and the new target area, in 
accordance with the requirements of 
paragraph (e)(3) of this section. 

(0 Each replacement part must bear 
the symbol “DOT” in letters at least 
one centimeter high within 5 centi- 
meters of the trademark and of the let- 
ter  “R”, and entirely within the target 
area specified under paragraph (d) of 
this section. The symbol “DOT” con- 
stitutes the manufacturer’s certifi- 
cation that the replacement part con- 
forms to  the applicable theft preven- 
tion standard, and shall be inscribed or 
affixed by means that comply with 
paragraph (a) of this section. In the 
case of replacement parts subject to 
the requirements of paragraph (a) of 
this section, which were not originally 
manufactured for sale in the United 
States, the importer shall inscribe the 
“DOT” symbol before the part is im- 
ported into the United States. 

APPENDIX A TO PART 541-LINES SUB- 
JECT T O  THE R E Q U I R E M E N T S  OF THIS 
STANDARD 

Manufacturer - 
ALFA ROMEO ............................................................................. 

BMW ............................................................................................ 

CHRYSLER ................................................................................. 

Subjed lines 

Milano 161. 
164. 
23. 
6 Car  Line. 
Chrysler Cirrus. 
Chrysler Executive. SedaniLimwsine. * 

Chrysler Fifth AvenueRJewport. 
Chrysler Laser. 
Chrysler LeBarodTown 8 Country. 
Chrysler LeBaron GTS 
Chryslef‘s TC. 
Chrysler New Yorker Fifth Avenue. 
Chrysler Sebring. 
Chrysler Town 8 Couniry. 
Oodge 600. 
Dodge Aries. 
Oodge Avenger. 
Dodge Colt. 
Dodge Daytona. 
Dodge Diplomat. 
Dodge Lancer. 
W g e  Neon. 
Dodge Shadow. 
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Manufacturer ' 

HYUNDAl ..................................................................................... 

* Pt.541,App. A 

Subject lines 
-~ 

Dodge Stratus. 
Dodge Stealth. 
Eagle Summit. 
Eagle Talon. 
Jeep Cherokee (MPV). 
Jeep Grand Cherokee (MPV). 
Jeep Wrangler (MPV). 
Plymouth Caravelle. 
Plymouth Colt. 
Plymouth Laser. 
Plymouth Gran Fury. 
Plymouth Neon. 
Plymouth Relianl. 
Plymoulh Sundance. 
Plymouth Breeze. 
Zonsulier GTP. 
Wondial 8. 
308. 
328. 
Lord Aspire. 
Lord Crown Victoria 
'ord E x o n .  
'ord Mustang 
=ord Probe. 
=ord Taurus 
=ord Thunderbird. 
-incoln Continental. 
-incdn Mark. 
,incoln Town Car. 
Mercury Capri. 
Mercury Cougar. 
Mercury Grand Marquis. 
Mercury Sable. 
Mercury Tracer. 
Merkur Scorpio 
Merkur XR4Ti. 
Buick Electra. 
Buick Reatta. 
Buick Skylark. 
Chevrdet Astro (MPV). 
Chevrdet Lumina Minivan. 
Chevrolel Malibu.' 
Chevrdet Monk Carlo (MYs 198748). 
ChevroM Nova. 
Chevrdet Blazer (MPV). 
Chevrdet Prizm.2 
Chevrdet S-10 Pickup. 
Geo Storm. 
Chevrdel Tracker (MPV).2 
GMC Jimmy (MPV). 
GMC Safari (MPV). 
GMC Sonoma Pickup. 
Oldstnobile Achieva (MYs 1997-1998).3 
Oldsmobile Bravada. 
Oldsmobile Cutlass: 
Oldsmobile CutIass Supreme (MYs 1988-1997).5 
Oldsmobile Intrigue. 
Pontiac Fiero. 
Pontiac Grand Am. 
Saturn Sports Coupe. 
Pontiac Grand Prix. 
Accord. 
CRV (MPV). 
Odyssey (MPV).G 
Passport. 
Prelude. 
A w t a  Integra. 
Accent. 
(nameplate to be announced).6 
Sonata. 

CONSULIER .............................................................................. 
FERRARI ................................................................................... 

FORD ......................................................................................... 

GENERAL MOTORS ................................................................. 

c 

HONDA ..................................................................................... 

ISUZU .......................................................................................... Impulse 
Rodeo. 
Stylus. 
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Manufacturer 

JAGUAR ..................................................................................... 

KIA MOTORS ............................................................................. 
LOTUS ........................................................................................ 
MASERATI .................................................................................. 

MAZDA ....................................................................................... 

MERCEDES-BENZ ...................................................................... 

MlTSUBlSHl ................................................................................ 

NISSAN .................................................................................... 

PEUGEOT ................................................................................... 
PORSCHE ................................................................................... 
SUBARU ...................................................................................... 

SUZUKI ....................................................................................... 

TOYOTA ...................................................................................... 

VOLKSWAGEN ........................................................................... 

Subject lines 

Trooper"0per II. 
XJ. 
KJ-6 
XJ-W. 
-1. 
Elan. 
eiturbo. 
Ouattroporle. 
228. 
GLC. 
626. 
M X 3 .  
MX-5 Miata. 
MX-6. 
190 D. 
190 E. 
250D-T. 
260 E. 
300 SE. 
300 TD. 
300 SDL. 
300 SEW500 SEC. 
300 SEU500 SEL. 
420 SEL. 
560 SEL. 
560 SEC. 
560 SL. 
Cordia. 
Eclipse. 
Mirage. 
Uontero (MPV). 
Uontero Sport (MPV) 
rredia 
W G T .  
!40SX. 
>athfinder. 
jentra/200SX. 
jtanzalAltima. 
1@5. 
324s. 
C r .  
jVX 
-orester. 
-egacy. 
<9Q. 
samurai (MPV). 
Sidekick (MYs 1997-1998).' 
;rand Vitara (MPV). 
royota 4-Runner (MPV) 
royota Avalon. 
royota Camry. 
royota Celica. 
royola CorollaCorolla Sport 
royoia MR2. 
royota RAV4 (MPV) 
royota Sienna (MPV) 
royota Solara.8 
royota Starlet. 
'oyota Tercel. 
.exus RX300 (SUV).S 
\udi Ouattro. 
lolkswagen Rabbit. 
lolkswagen Scirocco. 

' Replaced the Chevrdet Corsica beginning with MY 1997. 
*The Geo make identifier was replaced by the Chevrolel make identifier beginning with MY 1998. 

Renamed the Oldsmobile Alero be inning with MY 1999. 
Replaced the Oldsmobile Cutlass (%era in MY 1997. 
Renamed the Oldsmobile Inlrigue beginning with MY 1998. 
Lines added for MY 1999. 

'Renamed the Suzuki Grand Vitara beginning with MY 1999. 
BLines added for MY 1999. 

163 FR 38097, Ju ly  15, 19981 
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APPENDIX A-I-HIGH-THEFT LINES WITH ANTTTHEFT DEVICES WHICH ARE Ex- 
EMPTED FROM THE PARTS-MARKING REQUIREMENTS OF THIS STANDARD PURSU- 
A N T  TO 49 CFR PART 543 

Manufacturer 

AUSTIN ROVER .......................................................................... 
BMW ............................................................................................ 

CHRYSLER ................................................................................. 

GENERAL MOTORS ................................................................... 

- 

HONDA ........................................................................................ 

ISUZU ............................ ......................................................... 
JAGUAR ...................................................................................... 
MAZDA ........................................................................................ 

MERCEDES-BENZ ..................................................................... 

MlTSUBlSHl ................................................................................ 

NISSAN ........................................................................................ 

PORSCHE ................................................................................... 

SAAB ........................................................................................... 

TOYOTA ....................................................................................... 

Subject lines 

Sterling. 
3 Car Line.' 
5 Car Line. 
7 Car Line. 
8 C a r  Line. 
Chrysler Conques!. 
Chrysler Imperial. 
Buick Park Avenue. 
Buick RegaUCentury. 
Buick Riviera. 
Cadillac Allanle. 
Cadillac Seville. 
Chevrdet Cavalier. 
Chevrdet Corvette. 
Chevrdet Lumina/Monte Carlo. 
Oldsmobile Alero.' . 
OMsmobile Aurora. 
Oldmobile Toronado. 
Pontiac Sunfire. 
Acura CL 
Acura Legend (MYs 1987-1996) 
Acura NSX. 
Acura RL 
Acura S U .  
Acura TL. 
Acura V i  (MYs 1992-1 995) 3 

Impulse (MYs 1987-1991). 
XK8 
929. 
RX-7. 
Millenia. 
124 Car Line (the mddels within this line are): 
3ooD. 
3ooE. 
W E .  
3ooTE. 
400E. 
W E .  
129 Car Line (the models within this line are): 
3ooSL.4 
500SL.5 
6OoSL.6 
S W O .  
S W .  
S L W .  
202 Car Line (the models within this line are): 
c220. 
c230. 
c280. 
C36 
Galant. 
Station. 
Diamante. 
Nissan Maxim.7 
Nissan 3oZX.  
Infiniti 130. 
lnfiniti J3C. 
lnfiniti MM. 
lnfiniti QX4 
lnfiniti 0 4 5  
911. 
928. 
968. 
Boxster. 
900. 
9Ooo. 
Toyota Supra. 
Toyota Cressida. 
Lexus ES 
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Manufacturer 
- 

Subject lines 

VOLKS WAG EN ........................................................................... 

1 Exempted in full beginning with MY 1999. 
ZRenamed the b r a  RL be inning with MY 1997. 
'Replaced by the Acura TL &ginning with MY 1996. 
4 Replaced by the SLBM beginning with MY 1997. 
5Renamed the SI500 beginning with MY 1994. 
'Renamed the SL600 beginning with MY 1994. 
'Exempted in full beginning with MY 1999. 

163 FR 38100. July 15. 19981 

Lexus GS. 
Lexus LS 
Lexus SC 
Mi 5OOOS. 
Audi 100 
Audi 200. 
Audi A6. 
Audi 3. 
Audi s6 
A d  Cabridet 
Vdkswagen Cabrio 
Vdkswagen Corrado 
Vdkswagen GoWGTl. 
Vdkswagen Passat 
Vdkswagen JettdJetta 111 
- . 

APPENDIX A-XI TO PART 541-HIGH-THEFT LINES WITH ANTITHEFT DEVICES 
WHICH ARE EXEMPTED IN-PART FROM THE PARTS-MARKING REQUIREMENTS OF 
THIS STANDARD PURSUANT TO 49 CFR PART 543 

Manufacturers 

GENERAL MOTORS ............................ 

~~ I Parts to be marked Subjecl lines 

Buick LeSabre .................................... 
Cadillac Deville .................................... 
Cadillac Eldorado ............................... 
Cadillac Sixty Special ........................ 
Oldsmobile Ninety-Eight ...................... 
Pontiac Bonneville ............................... 
Pontiac Firebird ................................... 
Chevrolet Camaro ............................... 
Oldsmobile Eighty-Eight ...................... 

Engine. Transmission. 
Engine. Transmission. 
Engine, Transmission. 
Engine, Transmission. 
Engine, Transmission. 
Engine. Transmission. 
Engine, Transmission. 
Engine, Transmission. 
Engine, Transmission. 

1 Renamed the Cadillac Concours beginning with MY 1994. 

[63 FR 38101. J u l y  15. 19981 

c 

APPENDIX B TO PART 541-PASSENGER 
MOTOR VEHICLE LINES (EXCEPT 
LIGHT DUTY TRUCKS) WITH THEFT 
RATES BELOW T H E ~ ~ ~ O / Q ~ M E D I A N  

QUIREMENTS OF THIS STANDARD 
THEFT RATE, SUBJECT TO THE RE- 

Manufacturer 

Chrysler ..................... 

Ferrari .:... ................... 
Ford ........................... 

General Motors ......... 

Honda ........................ 
Marda ........................ 
Nissan ....................... 
Porsche ..................... 

Subject lices 

Dodge Ramcharger (MPV). 
Dodge Ram WagonNan 0150. 
Testarossa. 
Crown Victoria. 
Festiva. 
Mercury Grand Marquis. 
Mercury Sable. 

Chevrolel Astro (MPV). 
Chevrolel Celebrity. 
Chevrolel Sprint. 
GMC Safari (MPV). 
Oldsmobile Custom Cruiser. 
Civic. 
Navajo 
Axxess. 
944. 

Taurus. 

Rover Group ............ 
Volvo ......................... 760. 
Volkswagen ............... 

Range Rover (MPV). 

[59 F R  64169. Dec. 13. 19941 

APPENDIX c TO PART 541-cRITERTA FOR 
SELECTISG LINES LIKELY To HAVS 
HIGH THEFT RATES 

Scope 
These cri teria specify the factors the Ad- 

ministrator will take into account in deter- 
mining whether a new line i s  likely to have 
a high thef t  rate,  and, therefore, whether 
such line will be subject to  the requirements 
of  this theft  prevention standard. 

Purpose 

The purpose of these'cri teria is  to enable 
the Administrator t o  select, by agreement 
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with the manufacturer, if poseible, those new 
lines which a re  likely to have high thef t  
rates. 

Application 
These criteria apply to  lines of passenger 

motor vehicles Initially introduced into 
commerce on or  after January 1, 1983. 

Methodology 
These criteria will be applied to each line 

initially introduced into commerce on or 
after January 1. 1983. The likely theft rate 
for such lines will be determined In relation 
to  the national median thef t  rate for 1983 
and 1984. If the line is determined to  be like- 
ly to  have a theft rate above the  national 
median. the Administrator will select such 
line for coverage under this  thef t  prevention 
standard. 

Criteria 
1. Retail price of the vehicle line. 
2. Vehicle image or marketing strategy. 
3. Vehicle lines with which the  new line is 

intended to  compete, and the thef t  ra tes  of 
such lines. 

4. Vehicle line@), if any, which the new 
line is intended to  replace, and the theft 
rate(s) of such line(s). 

5. Presence or absence of any  new thef t  
prevention devices or systems. 

6. Preliminary theft rate for the line, if i t  
can be determined on the basis of currently 
available data .  

- 

PART 542-PROCEDURES FOR SE- 
LECTING LINES TO BE COVERED 
BY THE THEFT PREVENTION 
STANDARD 

c Sec. 
542.1 

542.2 

Procedures for selecting new lines t h a t  
a re  likely to  have high or low theft rates. 

Procedures for selecting low thef t  new 
lines with a majority of major par ts  
interchangeable with those of a high 
theft line. 

AUTHORITY: 15 U.S.C. 2021, 2022, and 2023; 

SOURCE: 59 FR 21672. Apr. 26, 1994, unless 

delegation of authority at  49 CFR 1.50. 

otherwise noted. 

8 542.1 Procedures for selecting new 
lines that are likely to have high or 
low theft rates. 

(a) Scope. This section sets  forth the 
procedures for motor vehicle manufac- 
turers and NHTSA to follow in the de- 
termination of whether any new vehi- 
cle line is likely to  have a theft  ra te  
above or below the median theft  rate.  

(b) Application. These procedures 
apply t o  each manufacturer that plans 
t o  introduce a new line into commerce 
in the United States on or after April 
24, 1986, and to each of those new lines. 

(c)  Procedures. (l)(i) For each new line 
introduced before the 1997 model year, 
each manufacturer uses the criteria in 
appendix C of part 541 of this chapter 
t o  evaluate each new line and to  con- 
clude whether the new line is likely t o  
have a theft  rate above or  below the 
median theft rate established for cal- 
endar years 1990 and 1991. 

(ii) For each new l ine to be intro- 
duced for the 1997 or subsequent model 
years, each manufacturer shall use the 
criteria in appendix C of part 541 of t h i s  
chapter to  evaluate each new line and 
to  conclude whether the new line is 
likely t o  have a theft rate above o r  
below the median theft rate. 

(2)(i) For each new line to be intro- 
duced before the 1997 model year. the 
manufacturer submits its evaluations 
and conclusions made under paragraph 
(c)(l)(i) of this section, together with 
the underlying factual information, to 
NHTSA not less than 18 months before 
the date of introduction. The manufac- 
turer may request a meeting with the 
agency t o  further explain the bases for 
its evaluations and conclusions. 

(ii) For each new line to be intro- 
duced for the 1997 or subsequent model 
years, the manufacturer shall submit 
its evaluations and conclusions made 
under paragraph (c)(l)(ii) of this sec- 
t ion,  together w i t h  the underlying fac- 
tual  information, to NHTSA not less 
than 15 months before the date of in- 
troduction. The manufacturer may re- 
quest a meeting with the agency dur- 
ing this period to further explain the 
bases for its evaluations and conclu- 
sions. 

(3) Within 90 days after its receipt of 
the manufacturer’s submission under 
paragraph (c)(2) of this section, the 
agency independently evaluates the 
new line using the criteria in appendix 
C of part 541 of this chapter and, on a 
preliminary basis, determines whether 
the new line should or should not be 
subject t o  5 541.2 of this chapter. 
NHTSA informs the manufacturer by 
le t ter  of the agency’s evaluations and 
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VOLVO 
Volvo Cars of North America, Inc 

November 6, 1998 

Mr. Thomas Eldridge 
US Department of Justice 
Room 2213 
950 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W. 
Washington, DC 20530 

RE: Department of Justice: Auto Theft and Recovery, Federal 
Register Volume 63, Number 176, pages 48758-48760, 
Request for Comment. 

Dear Mr. Eldridge: 

The following comments (10 copies enclosed) are provided in response to the above referenced 
Request for Comment. The comments represent the position of Volvo Car Corporation, 
Gothenburg, Sweden, and Volvo Cars of North America, Inc., Rockleigh, New Jersey. 

Volvo appreciates the opportunity to comment on this issue and has provided the following 
details for your consideration. 

As stated in the Federal Register notice, the Department of Justice (DOJ) seeks comments 
regarding the practicality and effectiveness of applying the Federal Motor Vehicle Theft 
Prevention Standard (49 CFR 541) to the remaining lines of passenger motor vehicles (except 
light duty trucks) to substantially inhibit chop shop operations and motor vehicle thefts. 
Additionally, the DOJ seeks comments regarding the additional costs, effectiveness, competition, 
and available alternative factors associated with the expansion of these requirements to the 
remaining lines of passenger motor vehicles (except light duty trucks). 

OVERVIEW 

At 63 FR 48758, i t  is stated that, 

“[Tlhe Anti Car Theft Act of 1992 (“ACTA”), as amended, requires 
the Secretary of the Department of Transportation to expand the scope 
of its existing automobile parts marketing program to include 
certain unmarked passenger motor vehicles - unless the Attorney General 
finds that such a program would not substantially inhibit chop shop 
operations and motor vehicle thefts.” (Emphsis not added.) 

~~ 

Volvo Drive 
Rodtleigh, NJ 07647481 3 

Telephone http.llwww.volvocars com 
201 -768-7300 

1 



We stronnly believe that parts-markinn NOT be expanded to the remaining lines of passenEer 
motor ve hides. 

The following points, which support our conclusion, will be developed in this letter. 

The intent of 49 CFR 541, 542, and 543 (the “theft prevention standards”) to deter auto theft 
and, if a theft occurs, to recover the vehicle, was originally intended for ‘high-theft, lines. 

Parts-marking does not deter auto theft, whereas, anti-theft systems do deter auto theft. 

DOT recommended expansion of the 49 CFR 543 exemption and therefore encourages the 
implementation of anti-theft systems. 

Anti-theft systems will continue to increase in both sophistication and implementation over 
time, significantly reducing auto theft, and therefore, the consequent need for parts-marking. 

It is difficult to objectively and statistically measure the costhenefit of parts-marking. 

Requiring parts-marking on ‘low-theft’ vehicles, with an increase in cost of the vehicle, will 
not provide the vehicle owner with a tangible benefit. 

Therefore, the following specific issues are to be considered in light of the Request for 
Comment, and provide a foundation for our determination above. 

SPECIFIC ISSUES 

Summary of 49 CFR 541,542, and 543 

In accordance with 49 CFR 541,542, and 543 (the “theft prevention standards”), new (or newly 
badged) vehicles must receive a theft ‘classification’ or determination from “SA. Vehicles 
are determined by NHTSA to be either ‘low-theft’ vehicles or ‘high-theft’ vehicles. The 
definition of ‘low-theft’ line and ‘high-theft’ line is based upon the established 1990/91 median 
theft rate, which has been determined by NHTSA to be 3.5826 vehicle thefts per thousand 
vehicles produced (59 FR 64164 as implemented by 49 CFR 541.4(b)(4)). Vehicles with a theft 
rate below the 1990/91 rate have been classified as ‘low-theft’ lines, whereas vehicles with a 
theft rate above the 1990/91 rate have been classified as ‘high-theft’ lines. 

- 

Most vehicles determined to be ‘low-theft’ are not subject to the 49 CFR 541 ‘parts-marlung’ 
requirements which essentially require ‘high-theft’ vehicles’ 18 major body (including engine 
and transmission) parts to be marked with identifying numbers, and furthermore, marked in such 
a manner as to facilitate tracing of those parts if the vehicle is stolen and the parts cannibalized 
for unintended use, typically at a site commonly referred to as a ‘chop shop’. 

Most vehicles determined to be ‘high-theft’ are subject to the 49 CFR 541 ‘parts-marking’ 
requriements as noted above. 
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However, there are limited exceptions regarding these requirements. In some cases, low-theft 
vehicles are subject to parts-marking; conversely, high-theft vehicles may not be subject to parts- 
marking. The details are, of course, contained within the standards. 

Therefore, it can generally be stated that the intent of 49 CFR 541, 542, and 543 (“the theft 
prevention standards”) is to deter motor vehicle theft, and if such a theft occurs, to facilitate the 
tracing and recovery of the vehicle, primarily for vehicles determined by “I’SA to be ‘high- 
theft’ vehicle lines. 

In fact, 49 CFR 543 states that its purpose is to provide an “. ..exemption from the parts-marking 
requirements of the vehicle theft prevention standard for passenger motor vehicle lines which 
include, as standard equipment, an anti-theft device if the agency concludes that the device is 
likely to be as effective in reducing and deterring motor vehicle theft as compliance with the 
parts-marking requirements.” (49 CFR 543.2) Moreover, this standard applies to hiph-theft 
lines. 

In other words, the theft prevention standards allow for a ‘replacement’ of the parts-marking 
requirement with that of the provision that an anti-theft device be provided on a specific vehicle 
if certain conditions are met. 

Interestingly enough, ACTA stated that, “...parts marking could be required even if a high-theft 
line is equipped with an effective anti-theft device.” (59 FR 10756) This would, in our opinion, 
be defeatinn the intended purpose of the theft prevention standards. 

NHTSA Federal Register Publications of Annual Theft Data & NHTSA’s ‘Low-Theft’ 
Determination of Volvo Vehicle Lines 

NHTSA has always determined, pursuant to 49 CFR 542,49 CFR 541 Appendix C, and the 
annual review of vehicle exposure theft data, that Volvo vehicle lines are low-theft lines. This is, 
or was, true for the 240,740,760,780,850,940,960, SNIC 70, S N  90, and S80. Therefore, 
these vehicles (those still in production) are not subject to the parts-marking requirements. 

Moreover, we strongly believe that those vehicles should not be subiect to any new, or otherwise 
(existing), parts-markinn requirements. 

In providing its low-theft determination, NHTSA has essentially determined that parts-marking 
is not required on Volvo vehicles due to the factors within 49 CFR 541 Appendix C for those 
vehicles determined to be low-theft prior #o their introduction, as well as, the infrequent theft of 
those vehicles once they have been introduced into the fleet. 

In so doing, NHTSA has indirectly implied that parts-marking is not a necessary, nor a cost 
effective deterrent to motor vehicle theft. Therefore, requiring such a process (extending parts- 
marking to low-theft vehicles not currently covered within the standards) in the near future is 
unwarranted. 
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To illustrate the low-theft nature of some of the Volvo vehicle lines, the following information is 
provided, originally published at 63 FX 36478 and at 62 FX 44416. Those Federal Register 
notices were the publication of “ T S A ’ s  final theft data for 1996 and 1995 respectively. 

- 
Model 

850 
1996 Theft Rate 1996 Theft Ranking 

1.9376 1 3 61204 
940 (a) 

960 
240 CO) 

(a) Data for MYKY 1995; last year of 940 production and rate determination by NHTSA. 
(b) Data for MYKY 1993; last year of 240 production and rate determination by “I’SA. 

1.2257 (a) 1691208 (a) 
1.0949 1691204 

1.3346 (b) NIA (b) 

The 1996 median theft rate was 3.28 vehicle thefts per thousand vehicles produced. There were 
204 vehicles ranked in total, 71 vehicles having a larger theft rate than the 1990/91 median theft 
rate of 3.5826 vehicle thefts per thousand vehicles produced. 

The 1995 median theft rate was 3.57 vehicle thefts per thousand vehicles produced. There were 
208 vehicles ranked in total, 85 vehicles having a larger theft rate than the 1990/91 median theft 
rate of 3.5826 vehicle thefts per thousand vehicles produced. 

The 1990191 median theft rate of 3.5826 vehicle thefts per thousand vehicles produced was 
published at 59 FR 12400 on March 16,1994, and is now codified at 49 CFR 541.4@)(4). 

Therefore, when examininn the above theft rates for Volvo vehicles, it is clear that Volvo 
vehicles (without parts-markinE!) have always had theft rates well-below the 1990191 median 
theft rate, as well as, well-below the median theft rate for the particular MYKY combination 
under review by NHTSA. 

Volvo Anti-Theft (and Security) Systems Technology 

Anti-theft (and security) systems technology, both within the automobile industry, as well as, in 
other industries, will continue to grow in both sophistication and implementation over time. 

Specifically, within the auto industry, and particularly for Volvo, vehicle systems and features 
such as: 

electronic ‘rolling codes’ 
immobilizers (disabling the vehicle’s ignition, fuel, and starter systems) 
ignition and door locks which lack internal (mechanical) cylinders 
alarms (mass movement sensors, inclination sensors, glass-break sensors) 
laminated glass 
emergency roadside assistance systems 
keyless remotes (‘key fobs’) with locking and panic alarm features 
exterior lighting systems (for approaching and leaving the vehicle) 
VIN code incorporation within the vehicle’s electronic modules 
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all provide a significant and measurabIe deterrent to vehicle theft. In other words, theft becomes 
harder and harder on a vehicle which contains these systems or features. 

The aforementioned systems, many of which have been introduced on Volvo vehicles over time, 
in addition to other theft-deterrent factors (per 49 CFR 541 Appendix C), for example, vehicle 
image, have all contributed to the determination bv NHTSA that Volvo vehicles are low-theft 
vehicles, and are therefore not subject to the parts-marking requirement of 49 CFR 541. 

HiPhwav Loss Data Institute (HLDD Research Reports 

The Highway Loss Data Institute (HLDI), an organization sponsored by insurance companies 
which examines, among other things, vehicle theft and collision loss, as well as, occupant injury, 
has issued a number of reports specifically pertaining to vehicle theft. Two of these reports, 
along with their major findings, are summarized below. 

“Insurance SpeciaI Report: Theft Loss Factors (1990-97 Models)” 

This report addresses a number of issues, which may have an effect upon theft loss experience, 
specifically, anti-theft devices, vehicle age, vehicle redesign, and metropolitan area. 

HLDI reports that, “. . .factory-installed passive immobilizing anti-thej? devices have been found 
to significantly reduce insurance theft losses.” In fact, the largest decrease in theft occurred 
during the model year in which the anti-the$ device was initially installed. (Emphasis added.) 

HLDI reports that, “. . .as vehicles age, both the frequencies and average dollar amounts of their 
theft claims decrease.. .”, and that, “. . .vehicles with low overall theft losses when new continue 
to have low overall theft losses when older.’’ 

Therefore, the HLDI reports suggest that anti-theft devices are effective in deterring auto theft, 
that older vehicles are not as desirable to the car thief, and that vehicles with low overall theft 
losses (i.e., low-theft vehicles) continue to have a low theft exposure. 

These findings reaffirm our position that low-theft vehicles not be subject to the parts-marking 
requirements of the theft standards, and is especially true for (low-theft or high-theft) vehicles 
equipped with effective anti-theft devices. 

“Insurance Theft Report (1995-97 Passenger Cars, Pickups, Utility Vehicles, and Large 
Vans)” 

In this report, HLDI has presented the results from a review of the theft exposure of 221 
vehicles. Within this report, the Volvo 850,940, and 960 lines’ theft loss experience is reported. 
It  should be noted that none of the Volvo vehicles are currently subject to the parts-marking 
requirement. In each case, the specific Volvo vehicle is ranked very low (low theft loss 
experience) within its specific category (e.g., sedan, wagon), as well as, within the entire 
passenger car category. 
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Of note, the Volvo 940 and 960 line have been placed by HLDI into the “luxury” car segment, a 
segment having a larger-than-average theft loss experience when compared to the average of the 
entire passenger car fleet; however, the Volvo 940 and 960 lines have very low rates. 

These results reaffirm “I’SA’s low-theft determination of Volvo vehicles and support our 
position that low-theft vehicles not be subject to the parts-marking requirements of the theft 
standards. 

Issues Within The Department of Justice (DOJ) Federal Reeister Notice 

Survey entitled, “Opinions of 47 Auto Theft Investigators Regarding Automobile 
Component Parts Anti-Theft Labels” 

This survey/report was conducted as part of a Federal grant by the DOJ in order provide 
evidence of the usefulness of the current parts-marking program. The Request for Comment 
delineates the eight (8) major findings of the report. 

While the findings provide evidence (and it should be noted that the evidence consists of 
opinions of those surveyed) that parts-marlung is effective, those polled stated that parts-marking 
would be more effective if, for example, labels could not be removed. 

Additionally, the survey reported that investigators suggested that the parts-marking 
requirements would be more effective through better training regarding label tampering, 
legislation regarding label tampering, and stamping the VIN on the component part, as opposed 
to, label affixation. 

Lastly, another finding was that, “investigators were about evenly divided regarding whether 
anti-theft labels deter professionals or amateurs from stealing or stripping cars.” In other words, 
even professional auto theft investigators did not all agree that parts-marking was an effective 
deterrent to auto theft. 

Therefore, while the survey did not address the effectiveness of anti-theft devices, but rather the 
effectiveness of parts-marking labels, the results concluded that parts-marking would be more 
effective via changes to the process for label affixation (e.g., ‘permanent’ VIN-stamping), and 
legislation regarding label tampering. 

Report Concerning National Auto Theft Data 

In making a determination of the effectiveness of parts-marking, the DOJ is also preparing a 
report concerning, “. ..a cross-sectional time series analysis of national auto theft data.” It is 
stated that this report should be completed no later than the end of 1998. However, as comments 
are due on this notice by November 10, 1998, there is insufficient time for review, analysis, and 
comment on this report to be provided as part of this response to the Request for Comment. 

Therefore, this Request for Comment may be premature. 
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NHTSA Theft Reports 

“Effects of the Motor Vehicle Theft Law Enforcement Act of 1984” 

NHTSA undertook this study as an attempt to assess the effectiveness of parts-marking and the 
vehicle theft standards. The aforementioned report was published in 1991. Among other 
findings, the report contained the following results: 

0 There was no statistically significant improvement in the recovery rates of marked cars 
compared to unmarked cars. 

Other factors may mask the effectiveness of parts-marking. 

0 Parts marking is useful for detecting, recovery, and prosecution, but will not deter auto theft. 

Furthermore, DOT recommended that: 

Determination of theft classification should be based upon the median theft rate using the 
most current data. 

0 Redesignation of a car line from high-theft to low-theft should be based upon actual theft 
experience. 

Exemption should be granted for an unlimited number of car lines per manufacturer for anti- 
theft systems. 

Therefore, the NHTSA study essentially determined that, although there may be beneficial 
differences regarding the recovery rates of marked cars vs. unmarked cars, the differences cannot 
be objectively nor statistically measured, as other factors may overshadow the effectiveness of 
parts-marking. Furthermore, DOT found that parts-marking is not useful for deterring auto theft, 
but that anti-theft systems are useful for deterring auto theft, which is emphasized via their 
recommendation to extend and increase the parts-marking exemptions for certain anti-theft 
systems. 

“Auto Theft and Recovery: Effects of the Anti Car Theft Act of 1992 and the Motor 
Vehicle Theft Law Enforcement Act of 1984” 

As was intended with the previous study, NHTSA undertook this most recent review of the theft 
laws and implementing standards in order to assess the effectiveness of parts-marking and anti- 
theft devices upon motor vehicle theft and recovery. This study was originally published in 
1997. Although the initial (1991) study was conducted before a sufficient amount of field data 
could be collected and thoroughly (statistically) analyzed, the 1997 study was not similarly 
limited. 

Among other findings, the report contained the following results: 
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0 Certain types of factory-installed anti-theft devices “. ..unequivocally show effectiveness.. .”, 
upward of 70%, while others show less, but meaningful effectiveness, i.e., as a means of 
deterring auto theft. 

0 A reaffirmation of the 1991 report in which the theft rate, as well as, the recovery rate, 
between marked and unmarked cars was found to be statistically insignificant. 

Although the effectiveness of parts-marking was intended for evaluation, “. ..biases in the 
data obstructed the evaluation of parts marking and made it essentially impossible to attribute 
a specific percentage reduction in thefts or increase in recoveries to that remedy.” 

0 Moreover, “. ..the analyses did not generate a reliabIe quantitative estimate of the reduction 
of thefts or enhancement of recoveries attributable to parts marking, and they did not lead to 
an unequivocal conclusion that parts marking has been effective.” 

Although in some cases, parts-marking is shown to provide limited effectiveness, as vehicles 
age, the effectiveness rapidly decreases, and essentially vanishes when vehicles are 
approximately two years old. 

The report states that in the very long-term, parts marking and anti-theft devices reduce theft 
rates, but that, “. . .so many other factors could be affecting theft trends over a 20-year period 
that it would be foolhardy to attribute the observed long-term reduction to parts-marking.” 

Because of the timing of the report, data were not available for certain low-theft lines (and 
multipurpose passenger vehicles) which became subject to the parts-marking requirements 
starting in the 1997 model year. 

Therefore, the NHTSA study, while intended to reveal clear and convincing evidence of the 
effectiveness benefits of parts-marking, falls far short of providing such evidence and therefore, 
reaching such a concIusion. In contrast however, the study does provide a meaningful and 
quantitative measure of the benefits of anti-theft systems toward the reduction of auto theft. 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

In conclusion, and based upon the details provided herein, we f i r m l y  believe that parts- 
markinn NOT be expanded to the remaininR lines of passenzer motor vehicles. 

We base our conclusion on the following reasons: 

0 The intent of 49 CFR 541,542, and 543 (the “theft prevention standards”) to deter auto theft 
and, if a theft occurs, to recover the vehicle, was originally intended for ‘high-theft’ lines. 

Parts-marking does not deter auto theft, whereas, anti-theft systems do deter auto theft. 

DOT recommended expansion of the 49 CFR 543 exemption and therefore encourages the 
implementation of anti-theft systems. 
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a Anti-theft systems will continue to increase in both sophistication and implementation over 
time, significantly reducing auto theft, and therefore, the consequent need for parts-marking. 

It is difficult to objectively and statistically measure the codbenefit of parts-marking. 

a Requiring parts-marking on ‘low-theft’ vehicles, with an increase in cost of the vehicle, will 
not provide the vehicle owner with a tangible benefit. 

We trust that these comments will contribute to the rulemaking process. If additional 
information is required on this matter, do not hesitate to contact me at 201-767-4772 or Martin 
Rapaport of my staff, at 201-768-7300, ext. 7283, at your convenience. 

Drive Safely, 

VOLVO CARS OF NORTH AMERICA, INC. 
Product Strategy and Business Development 

/ 

%&+ William Shapiro, P.E. 

Director, Regulatory Compli@ and Environmental Affairs 

cc: 

Mr. James K. Robinson, Department of Justice, Assistant Attorn Gen ral 
Mr. L. Robert Shelton, NHTSA, Associate Administrator for Safety Performance Standards 

Mr. William H. Walsh, NHTSA, Associate Administrator for Plans and Policy (NPP-01) 
(N-PS-01) 
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VOLKSWAGEN 
9 November 1998 

Mr. Thomas Eldridge 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Room 2213 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Safety Affairs and 
Vehicle Testing 

Mail Code 4802 

3800 Hamlin Road 

Auburn Hills, MI 48326 

Tel (248) 340-5000 
Fax 1248) 340-5099 

Subject: Auto Theft and Recovery 
Deparfmenf of Judice Request for Comments published in the Federal 
Register Sepfember 7 7, 7998 (63 Federal Register 48758) 

Dear Mr. Eldridge: 

These comments to the subject Notice are submitted by Volkswagen AG, Audi AG, and 
Volkswagen of America, Inc. (Volkswagen). 

Volkswagen had previously submitted comments on August 8, 1997 to the NHTSA 
(DOT) Docket 97-042; Notice 1, Request for Comments to the Preliminary Report on the 
Effects of the Anti-Car Theft Act of 1992 and the Motor Vehicle Theft Law Enforcement 
Act of 1984. The substance and conclusions of those comments submitted to NHTSA 
continue to apply and are incorporated into this submission by reference, 

The Anti-Car Theft Act of 1992 (ACTA) requires DOT acting through the NHTSA to 
expand the vehicle parts marking requirement to all passenger motor vehicles, except 
light-duty trucks unless the Attorney General finds "that requiring such additional parts 
marking for all of the applicable passenger motor vehicles would not substantially inhibit 
chop shop operations and vehicle thefts". Therefore, the issue for the Attorney General 
Report is whether parts marking has any substantial effect on chop shop operations 
and vehicle theft. 

The DOT Report to the Congress dated July 1998 (prepared by NHTSA) is the Final 
Report arising from the Preliminary Report that was the subject of comments in Docket 
97-042. In the Report, NHTSA analyzes the effects of parts marking and anti-theft 
devices on various types of vehicle thefts and attempts to reach some quantifiable 
conclusions. The Report presents the most comprehensive study available on the issue 
facing the Department of Justice. As will be further discussed in these comments, 
Volkswagen believes that the Report is clearly inconclusive on the effects of parts 
marking on chop shop operations or vehicle thefts. 
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The ACTA does not define the term "substantially" but Webster's gth New Collegiate 
Dictionary defines it as "considerable in quantity" or "significantly large" or "not imaginary 
or illusory". Volkswagen submits that the inconclusive findings of the NHTSA Report to 
the Congress dated July 1998 on the effect of parts marking on motor vehicle thefts 
actually support a finding that expanded parts marking would not inhibit chop shop 
activity and vehicles thefts to a degree that qualifies as "substantial". 

Discussion of NHTSA Report to the Congress dated July 1998 

Motivations for Theft 

On Pages 5 through 7, the Report discusses theft motivations. It is the thefts for 
obtaining vehicles or parts for resale which are relevant to parts marking. This includes 
thefts for: 

0 Chop shop operations in which vehicles are stolen for parts removal and resale. 

0 Theft and re-tag cases where a vehicle is stolen and sold for registration under 
another VIN number. 

0 Export sale of vehicles. 

Thefts for insurance fraud for the purpose of filing false claims, or for transportation for 
the purpose of committing a crime, or for joyriding or temporary transportation are not 
deterred by or related to vehicle parts marking. The thefts for chop shop operations, 
theft and re-tag, and for export (along with thefts for insurance fraud according to 
NHTSA) account for most of the unrecovered vehicles. Therefore, any relationship of 
parts marking to theft is essentially represented by the group of vehicles that are not 
recovered. In that regard, the Report on Page 6 states that before parts marking, 
passenger cars represented 57% of the unrecovered stolen vehicles, but from 1987 
through 1995, this percentage of unrecovered vehicles increased to over 62%. Further 
on Pages 8 through 13, the Report presents statistics indicating that the vehicle theft 
recovery rate has remained relatively consistent for the years 1984 through 1995. 

On Page 15 of the Report, NHTSA suggests that the unrecovered theft rate may be 
considered as a sort of "surrogate" for the chop shop, re-tag and export theft rates that 
may have some relationship to parts marking. Then, after all of its analysis, NHTSA 
states on Page 16, that "the analyses did not generate a reliable quantitative estimate of 
the reduction of thefts or enhancement of recoveries attributable to parts marking, and 
they did not lead to an unequivocal conclusion that parts marking has been effective". 

NHTSA then claims that in spite of this, the analysis were not totally inconclusive or 
neutral and summarizes "five indications" with regard to the possible relationship of 
parts marking to vehicle theft. These, however, include so many caveats and 
qualifications that they cannot be considered conclusive or even indicative of any trends. 
A reading of the "five concrete indications of benefits for parts marking", with all of the 
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caveats and confounding factors, merely confirms that no verifiable effect of parts 
marking on relevant motor vehicle theft experience can be identified. 

The NHTSA reports two other issues that contribute to the inconclusive results of the 
data analysis. These are that the parts marking of vehicles was not applied randomly 
but rather to high theft car lines, and secondly, the fact that the initial effect of parts 
marking was reduced in subsequent years, probably due in part to the development by 
professional thieves of means of removing the markings. 

Insurance Claim Data 

Insurance claim data analysis is discussed on Pages 30 to 37 of the Report. In 
summary, NHTSA states that the data show that the theft for major parts for which 
marking is applicable in the regulation dropped for both marked and unmarked vehicle 
car lines. In comparison, the theft for major vehicle parts that are not designated for 
marking in the regulation has increased for both marked and unmarked vehicle car lines 
over the same time period. From this, NHTSA suggests that parts marking has provided 
a deterrent to thieves to the extent that they are less willing to steal major parts that are 
designated for marking (and which may be marked on certain vehicles) and instead they 
are stealing major parts which are not required to be marked on any vehicle. 
Volkswagen submits that this NHTSA conclusion from the insurance data is really a 
guess and a suggestion and not a deduction that necessarily follows from the insurance 
claim data. 

Law Enforcement Impacts 

The NHTSA Report (Pages 28 through 30) as well as the Department of Justice Federal 
Register Notice discusses comments submitted by, and survey results from, the law 
enforcement community which indicate a support for parts marking. The support is 
indicated on the basis that parts marking assists in the arrest and prosecution of chop 
shop operators and professional auto thieves. However, Volkswagen believes that 
these views are not relevant to the finding directed by Congress which is required to 
focus on the "inhibition" from parts marking of chop shop operations and vehicle thefts 
and not on its effect on arrests and prosecutions. 

It is interesting to note the significant differences in the district attorney and law 
enforcement survey results between 1991 and 1996. 

In the NHTSA surveys conducted for the 1991 Report to Congress, 96% of the district 
attorneys reported that convictions were not affected by parts marking. Also most auto 
theft investigators with law enforcement agencies anticipated no reductions in auto theft 
for chop shop operations, even though most of them felt that parts marking could assist 
in identifying and recovering stolen parts and vehicles when the occasion arose. 

In the 1996 survey conducted for the 1998 NHTSA Report, almost half of the district 
attorneys reported an increase in convictions and attributed this to the 1984 and 1992 
statutes (although apparently not necessarily to the parts marking provisions). The 
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1996 survey indicated that 2/3 of the district attorneys increased their prosecution efforts 
with one-half of them indicating motivations arising from the Federal statute. According 
to NHTSA, the 1996 survey of law enforcement investigators show a relatively even split 
between those who felt that parts marking would deter professional auto thieves and 
those who did not. 

Volkswagen believes it is reasonable to conclude from the reported studies that the 
increased law enforcement activity against motor vehicle theft would take place 
regardless of parts marking and is not reliant upon it. Although no specific data is 
identifiable in the NHTSA Report, it appears that the trend from 1991 to 1996 for 
increased arrests, prosecutions and convictions resulted in spite of the fact that the 
number of theft-attractive car lines exempt from parts marking pursuant to 49 CFR Part 
543 (based on the use of a standard factory installed anti-theft devices) has increased 
over that period (the portion of the theft-attractive vehicle fleet that is parts marked has 
been decreasing). phe 1991 MY Listing of Highway Theft Car Lines (44 Federal 
Register 37326, September 1 1,1990) showed 107 car lines parts marked and 32 
exempt while the 1996 MY Listing of High Theft Car Lines (60 Federal Register 36231, 
July 14, 1995) had 109 parts marked car lines and 69 exempt.] The fact that the rate of 
non-recovered vehicle thefts has remained relatively even during the period (Page 13 of 
the NHTSA Report), while the number of car lines with anti-theft devices has 
proportionally increased in comparison to the number of car lines with parts marking, is 
also indicative of the non-identifiable effect of parts marking on the relevant category of 
vehicle thefts. 

While the NHTSA Report would support continued or possibly expanded parts marking, 
the documentation and substance of the Report do not objectively support that position. 
In fact, one of the assumptions of NHTSA is that a theft reduction of 2% would justify the 
estimated cost of parts marking. Such a conclusion is clearly unwarranted since there is 
no indication that parts marking would reduce vehicle theft by as much as 2% and the 
cost estimate is most certainly too low. (In the House Report Number 102-851(1) on the 
Anti-Car Theft Act of 1992, the Committee states on Page 2832 that "auto 
manufacturers estimate that the current program costs approximately $6 per car". FBI 
estimates of $3 per car are stated in the Report but it would seem that vehicle 
manufacturers have more familiarity with the true costs than the FBI.) 

Parts Marking Cost Issues 

Although the Department of Justice findings are not to consider the cost of parts 
marking, the factor will have to be considered by NHTSA in arty rulemaking. Section 
33105 of the Cost Savings Act states that the cost limitations apply to any standard 
under Section 33102 or 33103. Any DOT rulemaking action following on the findings of 
the Department of Justice Report will be conducted pursuant to Section 33103(c) and 
will therefore have to consider the cost impact on vehicle manufacturers. As discussed 
on Pages 25 through 27 of the Report, NHTSA estimates an average cost of parts 
marking per vehicle in 1995 dollars to be $4.92. This is based on a study conducted for 
the 1991 Report to Congress and NHTSA assumes that no additional costs have been 
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identified to this time. Volkswagen submits that the costs of compliance are significantly 
higher and may exceed the statutory limit in Section 33105 for small volume 
manufacturers or for the production of vehicles which are produced on an assembly line 
that manufacturers vehicles that would have to be parts marked for the United States 
market in a small volume relative to vehicles being produced for other markets and not 
required to be parts marked. 

An additional burden arising out of parts marking is the requirement to mark all 
replacement parts for the originally marked parts on the vehicle as long as such 
replacement parts are provided by the vehicle manufacturer. This adds cost and burden 
that is additional to the vehicle production. The cost of this does not produce value that 
would inhibit chop shop activity or vehicle theft. The NHTSA Report to Congress states 
on Page 19 that it found no relationship between vehicle age and theft rate. Thus long 
term parts marking of replacement parts, the relative cost of which actually increases 
over time as the volume of replacement parts sold decreases, would have no benefit. 
The conclusion that parts marking does not substantially inhibit chop shop activity or 
theft in general would appear to apply to vehicles regardless of age. 

Summary and Conclusion 

As required in ACTA and as indicated in the Department of Justice Notice, the 
regulatory action by NHTSA to expand parts marking is to begin unless the Department 
of Justice makes a finding that such action would not substantially inhibit chop shop 
operations and motor vehicle thefts. 

Volkswagen believes that the best available study of vehicle theft experience as related 
to parts marking, the NHTSA Report to the Congress dated July 1998, does not 
objectively conclude that additional parts marking would substantially inhibit chop shop 
operations or vehicle thefts. The reported survey results from the law enforcement 
community may suggest that parts marking assists in successful prosecution against 
motor vehicle and motor vehicle parts theft, but this is not conclusive to the statutory 
criteria for the Department of Justice finding because the increased prosecution and 
conviction is primarily dependent on law enforcement priorities and resources regardless 
of the existence of vehicle parts marking. An indication from surveys that law 
enforcement is assisted by the presence of parts marking in some cases, does not rise 
to a level of benefit that would "substantially inhibit chop shop operations and vehicle 
thefts". 

Volkswagen therefore believes that the record leads to a conclusion that expanded parts 
marking would not substantially inhibit chop shop activity or vehicle thefts. 



6 

Please contact me or Steven G. Jonas (248) 340-5097 if you desire further information 
regarding these comments. 

Sincerely, 

VOLKSWAGEN OF AMERICA, INC. 

Dietmar K. Haenchen 
Process Leader 
Safety Affairs and Vehicle Testing 

SGJ/blb 



NATIONAL AUTOMOBILE DEALERS ASSOCIATION 
8400 Westpark Drive McLean, Virginia 22 102 
7031821-7040 9 7031821 -7041 

Legal & Regulatory Group 
November 10, 1998 

Mr. Dean Googasian 
U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) 
Room 2213 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Auto Theft and Recovery; 49 USC 3 33 103 

Dear Mr. Googasian: 

The National Automobile Dealers Association ("A) represents 20,000 franchised 
automobile and truck dealers who sell new and used motor vehicles and who engage in 
automotive service, repair and parts sales. Together they employ in excess of 1,000,000 people 
nationwide, yet over 80% are small businesses as defined by the Small Business Administration. 

Earlier this year, DOJ asked for comments on the effectiveness of the federal vehicle theft 
standard. 63 Fed. Reg. 48758, et seq. (September 1 1, 1998). The Attorney General has until 
December 3 1 , 1999, to determine whether the vehicle theft standard has been effective in 
substantially inhibiting the operation of chop shops and motor vehicle theft and whether antitheft 
devices have effectively substituted for parts marking in substantially inhibiting motor vehicle 
theft. 49 USC 3 33 103(d). NADA is pleased that this evaluation is underway and looks forward 
to the Agency's final recommendations. 

Deterring vehicle theft is of significant importance to automobile and truck dealerships. 
New and used vehicles in inventory and service customer vehicles are prime targets for vehicle 
thieves. As a result, dealers regularly face major vehicle theft deterrence expenses (e.g., special 
lighting, fences, key control systems, security guards) and, when thefts occur, dealers often suffer 
significant out-of-pocket expenses and increased insurance premiums. Thus, methods and 
devices that effectively deter vehicle theft are of direct benefit to dealers and their operations. 

Of course, the operative word is "effective." Clearly, vehicle theft rates have declined in 
the 1990's. Many factors have contributed to this trend including better law enforcement, 
improved economic conditions and improved theft deterrence. Unfortunately, the Department of 
Transportation's (DOT) 1998 Report to Congress, suggests that it will be difficult to isolate the 
parts marking standard's impact, if any, on reduced theft rates or on chop shops. In part, the 
standard's neutral or marginally positive effectiveness may well be due to such short comings as 
under utilization by the insurance industry and by law enforcement, and by inadequacies 
associated with the standard itself (ie., easily removable labels). If possible, the DOJ should 
assess whether any improvements to the standard or its utilization could result in commensurate 
cost-effective increases in theft deterrence. 



The best antitheft devices seem to yield positive effectiveness results, despite their 
relatively high cost. Manufacturer installed antitheft devices are increasingly found in new 
motor vehicles. Moreover, dealers and other aftermarket installers sell and install a significant 
number of antitheft devices, aided in part by the discounts many insurance companies offer, 
either by choice or by state law. 

While the parts marking standard has long been enthusiastically endorsed by law 
enforcement and insurance representative as useful to their post-theft recovery and investigative 
work, clear cut positive deterrent effectiveness benefits will be difficult to identify. On the other 
hand, it would appear that well designed antitheft devices have had identifiable positive impacts 
on inhibiting the operation of chop shops and on motor vehicle theft and that these devices have 
proven to be effective, despite their higher cost. 

r; 

. 

On behalf of NADA, I thank DOJ for the opportunity to comment on this matter. 

Diydfn, Environment, Health and Safety 
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M ercedes-Ben z 

M e rcedes-Be nz 
of North America, Inc. 

Mr. Thomas Eldridge 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Room 2213 
950 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W., 
Washington D.C. 20530 

Re: Federal Register Vol. 63, No. 176, September 11, 1998 
Notices 
Auto Theft and Recovery 
Request for Comments 

Dear Mr. Eldridge, 

The following comments are being submitted by Mercedes-Benz of North America, Inc. 
(MBNA) on behalf of our parent company, Daimler-Benz AG @BAG), Stuttgart, Federal 
Republic of Germany in response to the request for public comment on the effectiveness 
of parts marking and related issues. 

MBNA believes that modem immobilizer systems provide much better security for our 
customers. These security systems are standard on all of our vehicle lines in the United 
States and render parts marking as obsolete. Mercedes-Benz sees no customer benefit in 
the parts marking requirements because of our immobilizer strategy. 

If you require additional information or clarification please contact me at 201-573-261 6, 
or Mr. Robert Munson at 201-573-2514. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 
4 

Sincerely, 

Daniel J. Selke 
Manager 
Safety Engineering 

Address: 
One Mercedes Drive, P.0 Box 350 Telephone: (201) 573-0600 Cable: Overseas Telex 135404 
Montvale, NJ 07645-0350 Telefax: 1201) 573-01 17 Mercebenz Mtle Domestic Telex I35404 

p) Mercedes-Benz - Registered trademarks of Mercedes-Benz AG, S!utt&3rt. Federal Republic of Germany ii 



American Automobile M a ”  Association 
@&vmw General Motors 

November 10,1998 

Mr. Thomas Eldridge 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Room 2213 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Auto Theft and Rec.overy 
Request for Comments 

Dear Mr. Eldridge: 

The American Automobile Manufacturers Association (AAMA), whose members 
are Chrysler Corporation, Ford Motor Company, and General Motors Corporation, 
respectfdly offers the following in response to the Department of Justice’s request for 
comments, published in the Federal Register on September 1 1, 1998, regarding auto theft 
and recovery matters. These comments specifically focus on (1) what the Attorney 
General is required to decide in this area under the Anti Car Theft Act of 1992 (the Act), 
(2) what evidence the 1998 report of the National Highway Trafic Safety Administration 
(NHTSA) provides on the issues involved, and (3) other subjects referred to in the Act. 

AAMA and its members are of the opinion that NHTSA has not provided 
evidence that parts-marking has to date substantially inhibited so-called “chop shop” 
operations and vehicle theft, and we are not independently aware of any other such 
evidence. Accordingly, AAMA submits that the Attorney General should find that there 
is no basis to think that expanding parts-marking will substantially inhibit such activity in 
the fkture. 

Sincerely, 

* C P h i I l i i Q .  Brady 
Vice resident and General Counsel 

Enclosure 

HEADQUAlNERS DETROIT OFFICE 

1481 I Street, I .W. kit 900, WarYagtoi,  D.C. 20005 
202*326*5500 FAX 202*326*5567 

7430 Seceid Iraue, Suite 300, Detroit, MI 48202 

313*172*43ll FM 313*872*5400 



AAMA R w o  nse to t he Atto rnev Ge neral’g 
eptember 1 1: 1998 Notice: 

uto Theft and Recovery 

I) Introduction 
The American Automobile Manufacturers Association (AAMA), whose members are Chrysler 
Corporation, Ford Motor Company, and General Motors Corporation, respectfully offers the following in 
response to the Department of Justice’s request for comments, published in the Federal Register on 
September 1 1, 1998, regarding auto theft and recovery matters. These comments specifically focus on (1) 
what issue the Attorney General is required to decide under the Anti Car Theft Act of 1992 (the Act), (2) 
what evidence the 1998 report of the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration OIJHTSA) provides 
on the issues involved, and (3) other subjects referred to in the Act. As requested in the notice, we have 
tried to avoid repeating the content of AAh4A’s submission to NHTSA about the agency’s 1997 
Preliminary Report. In addition, this is not a comprehensive analysis of every aspect of the 1998 NHTSA 
Report because portions of that report are not germane to the Attorney General’s decision. 

2) What the Attorney General Is Required to Decide 

49 U.S.C. $33 103(b) requires the Secretary of Transportation to extend the theft prevention standard 
“unless the Attorney General finds, based on information collected and analyzed under section 33 112 of 
this title and other information that the Attorney General develops after providing notice and an 
opportunity for a public hearing, that applying the standard prescribed in subsection (a) to the remaining 
lines of passenger motor vehicles (except light duty trucks) not covered by the standard would not 
substantially inhibit chop shop operations and motor vehicle thefts. The Attorney General also shall 
consider and include in the record additional costs, effectiveness, competition, and available alternative 
factors.” 49 U.S.C. $33 103(c). 

It is helpful to look at the history surrounding this law to understand what it means. In 1984, the Motor 
Vehicle Theft Law Enforcement Act was passed. NHTSA then issued a theft prevention standard 
applicable to vehicles with high theft rates, 49 C.F.R. Part 541, and mandatory parts marking began in 
model year 1987. In 199 I ,  NHTSA presented a report to Congress indicating that statistical analysis of 
theft and recovery rates could not demonstrate the effectiveness of parts marking. Based on support of 
parts marking €tom some law enforcement officials, NHTSA recommended that the standard be continued 
with minor changes. 

The Anti Car Theft Act of 1992 expanded the number of vehicle lines that were required to have parts 
marking and restricted the number of exemptions for vehicle lines equipped with anti-theft devices. It also 
incorporated two contingencies based on findings of the Attorney General: 

0 

0 

Parts marking will be expanded to more vehicles unless the Attomey General finds doing so will not 
substantially inhibit chop shop operations and motor vehicle thefts ($33 103(c)). 
Parts marking will be terminated if the Attorney General finds, not later than December 3 1, 1999, that 
the theft prevention standard has not been effective in substantially inhibiting chop shop operations 
and motor vehicle thefts ($33 103(d)(l)(A)) or exemptions will remain available if the Attorney 
General finds that anti-theft devices are an effective substitute for parts marking ($33 103(d)(l)(B)). 
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In 1992, some members of Congress wanted to expand parts marking to all vehicles. Others opposed 
expanding it because statistical evidence of its effectiveness was unavailable. The compromise was to 
expand it to additional vehicles, make further expansion dependent on a finding about its effectiveness, and 
to include a "sunset" provision that could lead to the elimination of parts marking if it was found to be 
ineffective. 

What Congress wanted is explained in the Senate debate: 

Mr. HATCH. 

This bill includes new requirements for the Attorney General. Would my colleague from South 
Dakota-address the new role of the Attomey General in this legislation? 

Mr. PRESSLER. 

I would be happy to address the issue raised by my distinguished colleague. Title 111 of the bill 
expands the current motor vehicle parts marking requirements to combat chop shops. In doing so, 
it provides new direction and authority for the Attomey General. First, the Attorney General, after 
public notice, must make a "finding" that additional parts marking is working before the Secretary 
of Transportation can initiate the second rulemaking. Second, the Attorney General, by December 
3 I ,  1999, must make a determination, after notice and public hearing, whether one or both of the 
rules expanding the parts marking requirements have been effective in substantially inhibiting 
chop shop operations. 
In order to perform these tasks effectively, the Attorney General must thoroughly analyze the data 
collected under section 6 15, "Insurance Reports and Information." I am concerned that under 
existing law this information has been less than adequate. I would like assurances that this 
information will be forthcoming. I also want to make sure the Attorney General's analysis of this 
information is fair and the findings unbiased. There has been a great deal of controversy over this 
section of the bill. This controversy should be put to rest. If the parts marking works, we should 
continue to require it. If parts marking doesn't substantially reduce chop shop operations and 
motor vehicle theft, we ought to eliminate the requirement. 

138 Cong. Rec. S17960, 17962 (Oct. 8, 1992). 

Returning to the statutory language, the Attorney General is asked to determine whether expanding parts 
marking will "substantially inhibit chop shop operations and motor vehicle thefts." While this calls for a 
prediction of the future, it is clear in context that the prediction should be based on an analysis of whether 
parts marking to date has substantially inhibited chop shop operations and motor vehicle theft. Senator 
Pressler specifically referred to an analysis of the data collected under section 61 5 ($33 1 12), which 
requires certain insurers to provide annual data on vehicle thefts and recoveries. 

The Department of Justice notice describes several types of evidence that the Attomey General will 
consider: 

0 NHTSA's 199 1 and 1998 reports to Congress. 
A report of a survey of auto theft investigators prepared for the Department of Justice. 
An analysis of auto theft data being prepared for the Department of Justice. 

It is consistent with the law and the legislative history for the Attorney General to consider statistical 
analyses that attempt to assess the effect of parts marking on chop shop operations and motor vehicle theft. 
The 1998 NHTSA Report is one such attempt. The notice also refers to a pending study commissioned by 
the Department of Justice. AAMA's members would like the opportunity to review and comment when 
that study is completed. 



November 10, 1998 
Page 3 

In contrast, the survey of auto theft investigators and law enforcement “testimonials” found in the NHTSA 
reports are interesting, but irrelevant to the issue the Attorney General must decide. Nothing in the survey 
report indicates that any of the 47 auto theft investigators has done a statistical analysis of data to arrive at 
his or her opinion about whether parts marking has a deterrent effect. Therefore, those opinions are of 
virtually no value to the Attomey General in making the required finding. 

The survey of auto theft investigators and information in the NHTSA reports would be relevant if Congress 
had asked the Attorney General to collect and rely on anecdotes about the use of parts marking in 
investigations and prosecutions of vehicle theft. But Congress did not do so. The question is whether parts 
marking did or will “substantially inhibit” chop shops and vehicle thefts. Information that does not answer 
that question should not affect the Attorney General’s finding on this key issue. 

3) What the NHTSA Report Really Shows About Effectiveness 
The 1998 NHTSA Report responds to the Congressional mandate for a wide variety of information about 
vehicle theft, including information about the effect of the parts-marking standard. NHTSA was not asked, 
however, to opine on the question Congress assigned to the Attomey General. In looking at the NHTSA 
Report, therefore, one must examine (1) the basis for and validity of its conclusions and (2) the relevance 
of those conclusions to the question assigned to the Attorney General. 

a) Antitheft Devices Substantially Inhibit Theft 
NHTSA’s 1997 Preliminary Report said there was “no strong evidence that factory-installed antitheft 
devices have a different effect than parts marking.”’ The 1998 Report corrects that misstatement, fmding 
for at least one type of factory-installed antitheft device that the data “unequivocally show effectiveness.”2 
It added that the system 

. . . was associated with an immediate, and persistent 70 percent reduction in the theffrate and a 
58 percent reduction in the unrecovered-theft rate. This device appears to be quite effective in 
reducing both “professional” and “casual” thefts. 

There is no logical reason why this effect would be restricted to one manufacturer. As AAMA pointed out 
in its submission to NHTSA on the Preliminary Report, HLDI and NICB data shows the effectiveness of 
antitheft devices on vehicles of a number of manufacturers. 

In the Report’s detailed analysis of the data, the contrast between the results for antitheft devices and parts- 
marking is stark: 

Figure A- 17 tracks the theft rate differential - the difference between the 2’s and 0’s in Figure A- 16. 
This differential is relatively constant and close to 1 .OO during M Y  1988-9 1, and it drops abruptly to a 
relatively constant -0.75 in M Y  1992-95. The drop clearly coincides with the introduction of antitheft 
devices in the GM cars. Figure A-17 should be contrasted with Figure A-8, a corresponding analysis 
of the effect of parts marking. In Figure‘A-8, the small effect of parts-marking (if any) is obscured by 
a steady downward trend throughout 1984-89 (regression to the mean). In Figure A- 17, the effect of 
antitheft devices is so large as to completely overshadow any other trends, such as regression to the 
mean. 3 

Preliminary Report, ix (June 1997). 

1998 Report, xii. 

I998 Report, A-37. 

1 

1 

3 
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Although NHTSA attempts elsewhere in the Report to edge parts-marking into the glow of the spotlight 
earned by antitheft devices, it is a step forward that the 1998 Report does acknowledge the strong evidence 
of the substantial effectiveness of antitheft devices in inhibiting theft. 

6) Parts-marking Has Nof Been Shown To Be Effective 
If someone tried to testify in court as an expert witness that parts-marking was effective, based on five 
indications, hedged with caveats, that parts-marking quite possibly had beneficial effects at times, the 
opinion would almost certainly be excluded. Similarly, if someone tried to testify in court as an expert 
witness that “it is essentially impossible to reliably attribute a specific percentage reduction in thefts” to 
parts-marking, but that the effect is “apparently greater than 2 percent,” the opinion would also likely be 
excluded. 

The same applies out of court simply as a matter of common sense--contradictory and equivocal statements 
are meaningless. All of these qualifications make it very clear that parts-marking has not been shown to be 
effe~t ive.~ 

Faced with the strong evidence for the effectiveness of antitheft devices and the absence of such evidence 
for parts-marking, the Report attempts to combine the two. It asserts that the approach of the Act “views 
both parts-marking and factory-installed antitheft devices as effective  deterrent^."^ We think that 
mischaracterizes the Act and its history. 

In 1984, Congress mandated parts-marking for some cars and permitted exemptions for antitheft devices if 
they were likely to be at least as effective. In 1992, there was evidence that antitheft devices reduced theft 
rates, but no evidence that parts-marking could reduce theft rates. Congress extended parts-marking, but it 
also put it on “probation” by simultaneously establishing a mechanism for its termination if it was not 
shown by the end of 1999 to inhibit theft substantially. Congress did not adopt the view that parts-marking 
was effective in reducing theft r a t e s 4  extended the experiment and provided a means to terminate it if it 
was not effective. 

The Report moves from that false premise to claim that parts-marking and antitheft devices have 
complementary roles. But it said two paragraphs earlier that antitheft devices were “quite effective” for 
both “professional” and “casuaI” theft. When the datxshows that antitheft devices reduce professional 
theft by 58 percent6 and that parts-marking might reduce theft by more than two percent ut some times, it is 
a far stretch to describe these as complementary roles. 

The question that Congress wants answered is whether parts-marking alone has been effective in 
substantially reducing theft rates. When the Report starts analyzing combined effects, it is no longer 
helping the Attorney General to answer that key question. 

The bottom line is that the Report does not provide evidence, based on NHTSA’s analysis or any other 
analysis, that parts-marking substantially inhibits chop shop operations and vehicle theft. 

It is interesting that the Report asserts (xviii) that “[plarts marking deters professional thieves . . .” while 
the rest of the Report demonstrates that this is theory unsupported by any unequivocal evidence. 

4 

1998 Report, xii. 5 < 

The change in the unrecovered theft rate, which NHTSA uses as a surrogate for professional theft. 6 
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4) Other Factors 
The Act requires the Attorney General to make a specific decision (will parts-marking substantially inhibit 
theft?), but also says that the Attorney General shall consider and include in the record “additional costs, 
effectiveness, competition, and available alternative factors.” We have already addressed effectiveness. 

a) Costs of Additional Parts Marking 

The cost-benefit analysis of existing parts-marking in NHTSA’s report to Congress uses inconsistent data 
and understates the percentage of theft reduction that is required to reach the point where benefits equal 
costs. If one follows NHTSA’s approach using consistent data, however, it is very clear that the costs of 
expanding parts-marking will be many times the potential benefit. 

NHTSA’s Analysis of Existing Parts-Marking 

The Report (p. 26) describes how NHTSA determined the theoretical percentage theft reduction (1.6%) at 
which the costs and benefits of parts marking would balance. This is shown in the column labeled “1. 
NHTSA Report” in the table below. This analysis, however, compares apples and oranges by using the 
total of all car thefts at one point and then switching to the estimated cost of just total loss and near total 
loss thefts at another point. If all thefts cost $19,832 per vehicle, then the total cost of thefts would be $23 
billion, not the $4-8 billion estimated in the R e ~ o r t . ~  

We made two alternative calculations, keeping the apples in one and the oranges in the other. In “2. Total 
and near total loss estimate,” we substituted an estimate of the number of all thefts that were total or near 
total losses, in order to be consistent with the cost per theft estimate used in the Report. The Report 
estimates that at least twenty-three percent of thefts are “professional” and that about eighty percent of 
vehicles are recovered.8 As shown in the table, when we used an estimate that thirty percent of all thefts 
were in the total and near total loss category, the percent reduction in totahear total loss thefts to reach 
break-even was 5.3%. If the estimate for thefts in the total and near total loss category is changed to forty 
or fifty percent, the corresponding break-even percentage changes to 3.9 or 3.2%. 

We did the analysis again (,‘3. All thefts estimate”). We used the same number of total thefts in the 
Report’s analysis, but then used an estimate of the cost for all thefts (taking the Report’s high end estimate 
of a total cost of $8 billion divided by 1,179,856 thefts in 1995). This resulted in an estimated break-even 
percentage of 4.6%. 

1998 Report, 1.  

1998 Report, x. 

7 

E 
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ction for 92-95 

When the Report’s analysis is redone on a consistent basis, the estimated percentage reduction required to 
balance costs and benefits is about two to three times higher than what was calculated in the Report. 

Costs and Benefits of Additional Parts Marking 

We next followed NHTSA’s approach, with the corrections described above, to analyze the cost and 
benefit of expanding parts-marking to cars and multi-purpose passenger vehicles (MPVs) that are currently 
not marked and not exempt. We used NHTSA’s estimate of the cost of marking each vehicle ($4.92).9 
Based on NHTSA’s published information and information known to our member companies, we 
determined that there were 2,593,899 model year 1996 cars and MPVs that would be subject to an 
expanded parts marking requirement and that they experienced 6,830 thefts in 1996. Because the 
calculation in the Report was based on thefts for four model years, we multiplied the 1996 figure by four. 

Subject to all of its many qualifications and caveats, NHTSA suggests that parts-marking may have 
reduced theft at certain times by two percent or more. Assuming a two percent reduction for the vehicles 
under consideration, there would be 548 fewer thefts (or 164 totalhear total loss thefts, assuming those 
thefts represent thirty percent of all thefts). We then calculated the benefit from this reduction, using 
calculations like those in columns #2 and #3 in the previous table. 

1998 Report, 26. 9 
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Analysis of tota 
near total loss o 

1) Cost of marking remaining vehicle lines 
No. of addltlonal vehlcles to be marked 
(Unmarked and nonexempt cars 6 MPVs 96 MY) 

Cost per marked vehlcle 
(Based on Report estimale) 

2) Benetit of marking remaining vehicle lines 
Total thefts of "unmarked" vehicle lines 
(Unmarked cam 6 MPVs 96 MY x 4 years) 

Assume 2% effectivenes 

No. of lhefb deterred 

Cost of a sfolen vehlcle 
a) ("SA estimale of total and near total loss costs) 

No. of theits deterred 
u d a l  6 near total loss; 30% of all delewed thefts) 

Cost of a stolen vehicle 
b, (NHTSA esti. of total economlc loss / all thens 1995) 

No. of thefbdeterred 
(All whicle IheRs) 

2,593,899 

X $4.92 

t12.761.983 

27,320 

x 0.02 

t12.761.983 

546 

$19.832 

X 164 

$3.250.861 

$6.780 

X 546 

53.704.592 - 

s3.250.B61 

3) Excess of cost over benefit $9.51 1,122 

For a vehicle population that included high-theft vehicles, NHTSA found the cost and 1 
marking were in balance." For low-theft vehicles, one would expect the costs to outwa 
What may be surprising is the wide margin by which the costs of expanded parts-mark= 
benefits. The potential to obtain three dollars after a certain expenditure of twelve do lL  
investment that American consumers would make voluntarily. Their government shou- 
them. 

b) Effect on Competition 
Parts marking has an unfair effect on competition because it heavily favors the manufaa 
fewest vehicle lines. For many foreign manufacturers, it would only take a few years t c  
sufficient to avoid the costs of parts marking entirely. 

Because domestic manufacturers provide American consumers with a much broader r i i l  
outcome is far different. At one exemption per year, it will take 22 years for Chrysler, 
and 23 years for GM to obtain exemptions for their current non-exempt lines. 

Expanding parts marking will only exacerbate this unfair effect on competition. Even vii 

exemption available per year, foreign manufacturers will be able to avoid most or all p~ 

c) Available Alternatives 
Vehicle theft cannot be prevented solely by regulating the design of vehicles. CongresE 
1984 and 1992 by adopting a number of initiatives to aid and encourage law enforceme 
vehicle theft, including: 
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Analydsoftotal a 
near Mal loss onlv 

Analysis of all theft 

1) Cost of marking remaining vehicle lines 
No. of addMona1 vehlcles lo be marked 
(Unmarked and nonexempt cars & MPVs 96 MY) 

Cost per marked vehicle 
(Based on Report estimate) 

2.593.899 

X $4.92 

512,761,963 

2) Benefit of marking remaining vehicle lines 
27,320 Total thefts of "unmarked" vehlcle lines 

(Unmarked cars 6 MPVs 96 MY x 4 years) 

Assume PA eifectivenes x 0.02 

No. of thefts deterred 546 

Cost of a stolen vehicle 
a) (NHTSA eslimate of total and near total loss cosls) 

$1 2,761.983 $12,761,983 

519.632 

X 164 

53.250.861 

No. of thefts deterred 
(Total 6 near total loss; 30% of all deterred thens) 

9.250.861 

56.780 

X Y(6 

Cost of a stolen vehlcle 

No. of thefts deterred 
(All ehicle thens) 

b, ("SA esli. of tolal economic loss I all thefts 1995) 

53,704,592 - - $3,704,592 

3) Excess of cost over benefit $9,511,122 - $9,057,391 

For a vehicle population that included high-theft vehicles, NHTSA found the cost and benefit of parts- 
marking were in balance." For low-theft vehicles, one would expect the costs to outweigh the benefits. 
What may be surprising is the wide margin by which the costs of expanded parts-marking outweigh the 
benefits. The potential to obtain three dollars after a certain expenditure of twelve dollars is not an 
investment that American consumers would make voluntarily. Their govemment should not impose it on 
them. 

6) Effect on Competition 
Parts marking has an unfair effect on competition because it heavily favors the manufacturers with the 
fewest vehicle lines. For many foreign manufacturers, it would only take a few years to obtain exemptions 
sufficient to avoid the costs of parts marking entirely. 

Because domestic manufacturers provide American consumers with a much broader range of vehicles, the 
outcome is far different. At one exemption per year, it will take 22 years for Chrysler, 16 years for Ford, 
and 23 years for GM to obtain exemptions for their current non-exempt lines. 

Expanding parts marking will only exacerbate this unfair effect on competition. Even with only one new 
exemption available per year, foreign manufacturers will be able to avoid most or all parts marking. 

c) Available Alternatives 
Vehicle theft cannot be prevented solely by regulating the design of vehicles. Congress recognized this in 
1984 and 1992 by adopting a number of initiatives to aid and encourage law enforcement efforts to address 
vehicle theft, including: 

1998 Report, 26 10 
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providing Federal support to the states in the investigation of motor vehicle theft, 
increasing penalties for trafficking in stolen vehicles and parts, 
granting funds to state and local Anti Car Theft Committees to supplement non-Federal funds devoted 
to combating motor vehicle theft, 
establishing an information system to enable states to share information pertaining to the validity and 
status of certificates of title, 
establishing rules and procedures for vehicle salvage yards and junk yards to identify inventories, their 
sources, and disposition, and 
allowing random inspections of export vehicles and shipping containers to verify that vehicles being 
exported have not been reported as stolen. 

Parts-marking is passive. Provisions like these that cause action are much more likely to have an impact. 
Federal grants to state and local organizations (such as Anti Car Theft Committees) devoted to combating 
motor vehicle theft are a good use of resources because they lead directly to action. These grants enable an 
increased, direct attack on the theft problem by enhancing law enforcement action against thieves, resulting 
in arrests and convictions. 

For example, the Michigan Automobile Theft Prevention Authority (ATPA), a concept developed by the 
Anti-Car Theft Campaign Committee, was established in 1986 to combat theft directly. ATPA awards 
grants to law enforcement agencies, prosecutor’s offices, and non-profit community organizations within 
the state. During ATPA’s first 10 years, Michigan auto thefts declined by 19.6% while auto thefts were up 
nationally by 20.3%. ATPA grant programs have been recognized as a major reason for Michigan’s 
accomplishments in vehicle theft reduction. 

Apart from the Attorney General’s immediate statutory responsibility to make a decision about parts- 
marking, the Justice Department, NHTSA, and Congress should assess the status of the implementation of 
each of the law enforcement initiatives in the 1984 and 1992 Acts, the effectiveness of those initiatives, and 
how resources can best be allocated to maximize their effectiveness. There is a great untapped potential 
here to reduce vehicle theft hrther. 

Retuning to vehicle design, the 1998 Report confirms other findings that antitheft devices cause a 
dramatic reduction in theft. The Report identifies no other vehicle design approach for which that is true. 
Not only have antitheft devices been effective, but their use is continuing to expand. Customers want them 
and are encouraged by the discounts that auto insurers offer for them. This is a market-driven solution and 
it works very well. 

5) Conclusion 

NHTSA has not provided evidence that parts-marking has substantially inhibited chop shop operations and 
vehicle theft, and AAMA and its members are not independently aware of any such evidence. There is no 
basis to think that expanded parts-marking will substantially inhibit chop shop operations and vehicle theft. 
The Attorney General shoiild so find in accordance with the Act. 
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Mr. Dean Googasian 
U.S.  Department of Justice 
Room 221 3 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Subject: Auto Theft and Recovery 
Department of Justice Request for Comments published in 
the Federal Regisfer September 7 7, 7998 

Dear Mr. Googasian: 

The Association of International Automobile Manufacturers (AIAM) is 
submitting the following comments regarding the subject Notice. AlAM is 
a trade association that represents companies which sell passenger cars 
and light trucks in the United States that are manufactured both here 
and abroad. 

The Anti-Car T of 1992 (ACTA) requires the Department of 
nd the vetkle parts marking requirement to 

, exwpt lightduty trucks unless the 
quiri6g such additional parts marking for 

afid vehicle thefts". The National Highway 

er parts marking has any substantial effect 

les would not substantially 

acting for DOT on this matter. The 

In its Report to the Congress dated July 1998, NHTSA analyzes the 
effects of parts marking and anti-theft devices on various types of 
vehicle thefts in addressing the core question. However, AlAM believes 
that the Report does not reach well-supported conclusions on the 
effectiveness of parts marking to substantially inhibit chop shop 
operations or vehicle thefts. In fact, it can be argued that the opposite is 
the case. 
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NHTSA Report to the Congress 

Reason for Parts Markinq 

Parts marking can only be considered a possible deterrent for thefts of 
vehicles or parts for resale. Such thefts include chop shop operations, 
re-tag and resale, and export sale. 

All other types of theft, for example for joy riding, are not deterred 
by parts marking. Thefts for chop shop operations, for re-tag, for 
export (which are the thefts that could relate to parts marking), and 
for insurance fraud account for most of the unrecovered vehicles. 
However, there has been virtually no change in the rate of unrecovered 
vehicles. In fact, the average rate for unrecovered vehicles for the 
years 1987 to 1995 appears to show a slight upward trend. Because of 
the relatively stable rate of unrecovered vehicles, NHTSA concludes that 
there is no reliable quantitative support that parts marking has been 
effective. Then with puzzling equivocation, NHTSA claims that there are 
“five indications” with regard to the possible relationship of parts 
marking to vehicle theft. However, these are so tenuous, according to 
NHTSA’s own caveats and qualifications, that they cannot be considered 
conclusive or even indicative of any trends. 

NHTSA lists two other factors that contribute to the inconclusive 
results of the data analysis. Namely, that the parts marking of 
vehicles was not applied randomly but rather to high theft car lines, 
and that the initial effect of parts marking was reduced in subsequent 
years, most likely due to the development of means of removing the 
markings. 

Insurance Claim Data 

Insurance claim data provide no conclusive indication of parts marking 
effectiveness. In its summary on this subject, NHTSA is left with 
asserting that insurance claim data show that the theft rate for major 
parts for which marking is applicable in the regulation dropped for both 
marked and unmarked vehicle car lines, but has increased over the same 
period for both marked and unmarked vehicle car lines for parts not 
designated for marking. NHTSA then reaches a wholly illogical 
conclusion that parts marking has provided a deterrent to thieves to the 
extent that they are less willing to steal major parts that are 
designated for marking and which may be marked and instead are stealing major 
parts which are not required to be marked on any vehicle. 



Law Enforcement Impacts 

Comments submitted by, and survey results from, the law enforcement 
community purportedly indicate a support for parts marking on the basis 
that parts marking assists in the arrest and prosecution of chop shop 
operators and automobile thieves. However, these views are not relevant 
to the finding directed by Congress which is required to focus on theft 
deterrence and not on arrests and prosecutions. The differences in the 
1991 and 1996 district attomey and law enforcement survey results would 
indicate that the trend for increased arrests and prosecutions is more 
strongly influenced by a multitude of factors, including application of 
resources and low enforcement incentives and assistance programs 
included in the legislation, than by parts marking. 

Summary and Conclusion 

AlAM believes that NHTSA's study of vehicle theft experience, 
i.e., the NHTSA Report to the Congress, does not objectively conclude 
that additional parts marking would substantially inhibit chop shop 
operations or vehicle thefts, a criterion required to be met by ACTA. 
The survey results from the law enforcement community may suggest that 
parts marking assists in successful prosecution against motor vehicle 
and motor vehicle parts theft, but this is not relevant to the statutory 
criteria. AlAM believes the theft and recovery record reported in the 
NHTSA Report to Congress supports a conclusion that expanded parts 
marking would not inhibit chop shop activity or vehicle thefts. 

Please contact me on 703-525-7788 if you have any questions regarding 
these comments. 

Sincerely, 

George L. Parker 
Vice President for Engineering Affairs 

cc: NHTSA 
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Mr. Thomas Eldridge 
Dept . of Justice 
Room 2213 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington DC 20530 

Dear Mr. Eldridge, 

The Texas Association of Vehicle Theft Investigators, 
TAVTI is a statewide organization dedicated to the 
reduction of motor vehicle related crimes. 
membership represents law enforcement, insurance 
industry and private sector. 

It is the opinion of the membership of TAW1 that 
parts marking is an extremely valuable tool in the 
fight against auto theft. It has proven to greatly 
reduce the marketing value of stolen property as well 
as a deterrent to theft itself. 

However, there is one primary concern as it pertains 
to light trucks. As is common knowledge four of the top 
five vehicle stolen in Texas are trucks of some sort. 
It is also known with the tremendous influx of sport 
utility vehicles (SW) onto the market trucks are 
beginning to move up quickly in the list of most stolen 
throughout the U.S. Therefore, it is the recommendation 
of TAVTI that light trucks be added to the list of 
vehicles subject to part marking. 

Your consideration of this matter is truly appreciated. 

Our 

Legislatibe Committee 

LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE 
2026 SEALY, GALVESTON, TEXAS 77550 

Phone: C4091 766-2333 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

Date: November 3, 1998 

To: Thomas Eldridge 

From: Jerry McCurry 

Subject: 

P 
Federally Mandated Automotive Parts Labeling 

I am sending this memo in response to the U.S. Justice Department's request 
for  public comment regarding parts labeling by automotive manufacturers. It 
is a summation of the opinions of four of the Tarrant County Auto Theft Task 
Force's (TCATTF) most experienced vehicle theft investigators, and myself. 
The others are: Larry Barksdale - Fort Worth PD; Bill Cooper - Texas DPS; 
David Buchanan - Arlington PD; and Walt  West - Arlington PD. The TCATTF 
is a highly respected unit which was a co-winner of the Vehicle Theft Award 
of Merit  sponsored by the International Association of Chiefs o f  Police and the 
National Insurance Crime Bureau in both 1996 and 1998. 

Parts labeling that  is aDplied bv the manufacturer and which is visible without 
dismantling is an effective tool in combating vehicle theft. If the labels are 
present they aid in identifying stolen parts. Their absence aids in establishing 
probable cause t o  investigate further, obtain search warrants, etc. 

Parts labeling would be a verv effective tool if: 
(1) The vin or derivative was permanently applied (stamped, etched) 
(2) It were a felony to alter or remove (it is  currently a misdemeanor t o  
do so in Texas, thus a thief can often reduce a potential felony theft t o  
a mere misdemeanor if he can successfully remove or deface a 
permanent id number!) 
(3) Light duty trucks were included (4 of Texas Top 5 stolen are trucks) 

Additionally, "vin-switching" stolen vehicles is a common practice here, and 
w e  suspect everywhere. Labeling of a vehicle's major component parts by any 
person or means other than the manufacturer can aid a thief's efforts to  
conceal the true identity of a stolen vehicle. Example - If the thief were t o  
intentionally obtain labels that were referenced t o  a vehicle that is not  stolen, 
once applied t o  a stolen car they would tend to disguise the stolen vehicle as 
the non-stolen vehicle. 
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October 5, 1998 
COMMISSION 

JAMES E. FRANCIS, JR. 
CHAIRMAN 

ROBERT E. HOLT 
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COMMISS\ONERS 

Mr. Thomas Eldridge 
U.S. Department of Justice Room 2213, 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., 
Washington D.C. 
20530 

Re: Request for comment regarding part marking and chop shop impact. 

Dear Mr. Eldridge, 

This letter is to serve as a comment on the effectiveness of the part marking of certain 
vehicles determined to be in a high theft line. I am the Service Commander for the Motor 
vehicle Theft Service of the Texas Department of Public Safety. It has been the experience 
of this Service that the anti theft stickers are a great benefit to the recovery of stolen vehicles 
and the creation of probable cause for seizure for further investigation if a sticker is removed. 

Texas now has a salvage inspection law that requires a total loss vehicle to undergo an 
inspection of the major component parts to determine if the parts are stolen. The lack of an 
anti theft sticker is probable cause for the failure of a vehicle to pass inspection. This closes 
a door for the use of stolen vehicle parts produced by theft and chop shops. 

The number one vehicle style lost in Texas is the General Motors pick up truck. It is usually 
three times as likely to be stolen as the number two stolen vehicle which is the Ford pick up 
truck. The marking of these vehicles (half ton and three quarter ton trucks) would be a 
tremendous benefit to criminal investigations in this state. 

While the use of a removable label is better than nothing, a stamped number would be 
harder to remove, easier to detect when'altered and if removed could be subject to recovery 
by the use of heat and acid restoration. 

Texas has seen a significant reduction in auto theft since 1991 and I believe that better 
manufacturer marking and better security built into vehicles accounts for some part of this 
success. 



Sincerely, 

David M. Grifith, Commander 
Motor Vehicle Theft Service 
Texas Department of Public Safety 
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